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for campaign finance reform are a cen-
tral part of the problem. 

Television stations in New York and 
Philadelphia during the recent New 
Jersey Democratic primary took in a 
record $21 million in advertising. The 
chart shows the stations in New York 
and Philadelphia, the four rated sta-
tions, the amount of time they actu-
ally devoted to hard news. We have 
these stations in New York and Phila-
delphia bringing in $21 million in rev-
enue from political advertising. Yet in 
actual news coverage of the campaigns 
per evening—two stations in Philadel-
phia—one is giving 19 seconds of cov-
erage per evening; another, 1 second; in 
New York, the two top stations, WNBC 
and WCBS, 23 seconds and 10 seconds, 
respectively. 

Advertising rates soar. News cov-
erage collapses. Candidates are left 
with no choice. There being no other 
means to communicate with people 
who live in our States, they must buy 
more advertising time at ever-higher 
and higher rates. Indeed, in the final 2 
weeks of the New Jersey primary, vot-
ers in Philadelphia and New York mar-
kets were 10 times more likely while 
watching a news program to see a cam-
paign advertisement than a news 
story—10 times more likely to see an 
advertisement than a legitimate news 
story on an issue in the campaign. 

That, my colleagues, is the heart of 
the problem. However, it is not only a 
senatorial problem or not only a prob-
lem in my own region of the country. 
During the month before the March 7, 
Super Tuesday primary, the national 
networks aired a nightly average of 
only 36 seconds discussing an issue of 
importance to the national voters. The 
situation that Democrats and Repub-
licans face in the New Jersey primary 
is identical to what AL GORE and 
George W. Bush face in the national 
elections—no news coverage, rising 
rates, higher expenditures. It is, of 
course, part and parcel of this problem 
that is driven by the individual rates 
for specific advertising time. 

An example of this would be, in New 
York City, a 30-second advertisement 
can now cost as much as $50,000. In Chi-
cago, the same advertisement could 
cost $20,000. Television stations in the 
Nation’s top 75 media markets took in 
a record of $114 million in the first 4 
months of this year in political adver-
tising. 

There is no other nation in the world 
where the public airwaves are licensed 
to a private corporation which will 
then set commercial rates as the cost 
of discussing public policy issues with 
the Nation’s voters. This wouldn’t hap-
pen in Britain, Canada, Italy or 
France. These airwaves belong to the 
American people. The issues, be they 
Democrat, Republican, or Independent, 
be they from some other group or polit-
ical party, are issues of importance to 
the American people. Yet the broad-

casting networks are using them as a 
revenue source while they incredibly 
claim to be campaigning for campaign 
finance reform. 

There is no mistaking that the power 
to change the campaign finance system 
belongs in the Congress. We could lead 
to a solution. For a variety of political 
reasons, legislative reasons, and con-
stitutional reasons, that is not going to 
happen. The question now is whether 
the television networks will spend the 
remainder of this electoral season com-
plaining about this political problem of 
reaching a solution or be part of the 
answer. I believe they should lead by 
example. 

Only a year ago, Mr. Kennard, the 
Chairman of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, raised the prospect 
of, by regulation, lowering the cost of 
television advertising. Rather than 
$50,000 in New York or $20,000 in Chi-
cago, the FCC could mandate, if the 
networks are unwilling to do it volun-
tarily, a lower cost. Since television 
accounts for 80 or 90 percent of the cost 
of the Senate or Presidential cam-
paign, lowering the cost of that adver-
tising would dramatically remove pres-
sure on fundraising. The problem could 
begin to solve itself. The FCC chose not 
to do so under pressure from Members 
of Congress. 

The question remains, Why do the 
networks not do so themselves? I un-
derstand the networks looking to the 
Congress for an answer. They should. 
They are entitled to look to us, and 
they are entitled to expect an answer. 
But I also look back to them. Rather 
than 20 seconds a night for candidates 
to discuss the future of our Nation, 
rather than using the national air-
waves to discuss every latest crime 
trend or weather pattern or cultural 
abnormality, the national airwaves 
could be used to actually discuss the 
Nation’s future—not 10 seconds a night 
or 20 seconds a night but 10 minutes a 
night or 15 minutes a night so can-
didates believe there is an alternative 
to communicating with the American 
people other than buying the public 
airwaves to do so. 

Second, the networks, most obvi-
ously, could enhance this national de-
bate and reduce the cost of this fund-
raising, remove the pressure on fund-
raising by dramatically reducing these 
costs. Political advertising is now the 
third largest source of revenue for the 
television networks. We have become 
an industry supporting the networks 
themselves, only behind retail sellers 
of merchandise in the Nation, spending 
hundreds of millions of dollars in this 
Presidential and congressional cam-
paign. A reduction of those rates to 
allow challengers to compete with in-
cumbents and lesser-financed can-
didates to compete with multimillion-
aires would enhance the American po-
litical system and start setting an ex-
ample of how the Nation can begin to 

change the dominance of money in the 
American political system. 

I hope at some point the networks, as 
good corporate citizens and as Ameri-
cans, no less as people who claim to be 
for campaign finance reform, would 
hear this message and join this move-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 

capacity as a Senator from Rhode Is-
land, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from Rhode Is-
land, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess until 11 a.m. 

Without objection, the Senate stands 
in recess until 11 a.m. 

Thereupon, at 10:22 a.m., the Senate 
recessed until 11:01; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2001 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 2522, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A bill (S. 2522) making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

Pending:
SESSIONS amendment No. 3492, to provide 

an additional condition on assistance for Co-
lombia under Plan Colombia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
that I deliver my statement while seat-
ed at my desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3498 
(Purpose: Relating to support by the Russian 

Federation for Serbia) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment and ask unani-
mous consent that it be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be in 
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order at this time. The clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
3498.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
On page 140, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following:

SEC. ll. SUPPORT BY THE RUSSIAN FEDERA-
TION FOR SERBIA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) General Dragolub Ojdanic, Minister of 

Defense of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and an in-
dicted war criminal, visited Moscow from 
May 7 through May 12, 2000, as a guest of the 
Government of the Russian Federation, at-
tended the inauguration of President Vladi-
mir Putin, and held talks with Russian De-
fense Minister Igor Sergeyev and Army Chief 
of Staff Anatoly Kvashnin; 

(2) General Ojdanic was military Chief of 
Staff of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
during the Kosovo war and has been indicted 
by the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for crimes 
against humanity and violations of the laws 
and customs of war for alleged atrocities 
against Albanians in Kosovo; 

(3) international warrants have been issued 
by the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia for General Ojdanic’s 
arrest and extradition to the Hague; 

(4) the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion, a permanent member of the United Na-
tions Security Council which established the 
International Criminal Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia, has an obligation to ar-
rest General Ojdanic and extradite him to 
the Hague; 

(5) on May 16, 2000, Russian Minister of Ec-
onomics Andrei Shapovalyants announced 
that his government has provided the Ser-
bian regime of Slobodan Milosevic 
$102,000,000 of a $150,000,000 loan it had reac-
tivated and will sell the Government of Ser-
bia $32,000,000 of oil despite the fact that the 
international community has imposed eco-
nomic sanctions against the Government of 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the 
Government of Serbia; 

(6) the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion is providing the Milosevic regime such 
assistance while it is seeking debt relief 
from the international community and loans 
from the International Monetary Fund, and 
while it is receiving corn and grain as food 
aid from the United States; 

(7) the hospitality provided to General 
Ojdanic demonstrates that the Government 
of the Russian Federation rejects the indict-
ments brought by the International Criminal 
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia against 
him and other officials, including Slobodan 
Milosevic, for alleged atrocities committed 
during the Kosovo war; and 

(8) the relationship between the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation and the Gov-
ernments of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia and Serbia only encourages the regime 
of Slobodan Milosevic to foment instability 
in the Balkans and thereby jeopardizes the 
safety and security of American military and 
civilian personnel and raises questions about 
Russia’s commitment to its responsibilities 

as a member of the North American Treaty 
Organization-led peacekeeping mission in 
Kosovo. 

(b) ACTIONS.—
(1) Fifteen days after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the President shall submit 
a report to Congress detailing all loans, fi-
nancial assistance, and energy sales the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation or enti-
ties acting on its behalf has provided since 
June 1999, and intends to provide to the Gov-
ernment of Serbia or the Government of the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia or any enti-
ties under the control of the Governments of 
Serbia or the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. 

(2) If that report determines that the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation or other 
entities acting on its behalf has provided or 
intends to provide the governments of Serbia 
or the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia or any 
entity under their control any loans or eco-
nomic assistance and oil sales, then the fol-
lowing shall apply: 

(A) The Secretary of State shall reduce as-
sistance obligated to the Russian Federation 
by an amount equal in value to the loans, fi-
nancial assistance, and energy sales the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation has pro-
vided and intends to provide to the Govern-
ments of Serbia and the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia. 

(B)(i) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States executive direc-
tors of the international financial institu-
tions to oppose, and vote against, any exten-
sion by those institutions of any financial 
assistance (including any technical assist-
ance or grant) of any kind to the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation except for 
loans and assistance that serve basic human 
needs. 

(ii) In this subparagraph, the term ‘‘inter-
national financial institution’’ includes the 
International Monetary Fund, the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment, the International Development As-
sociation, the International Finance Cor-
poration, the Multilateral Investment Guar-
anty Agency, and the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development. 

(C) The United States shall suspend exist-
ing programs to the Russia Federation pro-
vided by the Export-Import Bank and the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
and any consideration of any new loans, 
guarantees, and other forms of assistance by 
the Export-Import Bank or the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation to Russia. 

(D) The President of the United States 
should instruct his representatives to nego-
tiations on Russia’s international debt to op-
pose further forgiveness, restructuring, and 
rescheduling of that debt, including that 
being considered under the ‘‘Comprehensive’’ 
Paris Club negotiations. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment in the hopes that it 
will bring about needed realism in our 
Government’s relationship with Rus-
sia. President Clinton continues to pro-
mote the myth that the Russian Gov-
ernment has been ‘‘a supportive and re-
liable partner in the effort to bring 
peace and stability to the Balkans.’’ 

That myth was shattered again last 
month by the Kremlin’s brazen display 
of the enormous political, military, 
and economic support Russia continues 
to provide the Milosevic regime. Surely 
no Senator has forgotten the visit to 
Moscow last month by General 

Ojdanic, Milosevic’s Minister of De-
fense, who just happens to be a war 
criminal indicted by the International 
Criminal Tribunal of the former Yugo-
slavia. Instead of arresting and sending 
this man to The Hague, the Kremlin 
provided not only meetings with the 
Russian Minister of Defense but a priv-
ileged seat at the Putin inauguration 
and a week of fine food and camara-
derie. 

Shortly after Milosevic’s Minister of 
Defense visited Russia, Russian offi-
cials announced that it is sending to 
the Milosevic regime $102 million of a 
$150 million loan. All of this flies in the 
face of the effort of the international 
community to isolate and undermine 
the Milosevic regime. 

I confess that I find incredible the 
audacity of Russian President Putin. 
Here he is, providing the Milosevic re-
gime with more than $150 million in 
economic support while seeking debt 
relief from the international commu-
nity and loans from the International 
Monetary Fund. He is doing this while 
his country seeks and receives food aid 
from the United States and while he is 
asking the United States to reschedule 
and forgive Russian debt owed to the 
United States. 

The Kremlin should not be encour-
aged to assume that Western, and par-
ticularly the United States, economic 
assistance and aid are an entitlement. 
It is, however, sadly evident that Putin 
has concluded that he can conduct Rus-
sian foreign policy with impunity and 
still count on the West’s economic lar-
gesse. The fact is, the hospitality and 
support provided to Serbian war crimi-
nals occurred just one month prior to 
President Clinton’s visit to Moscow, 
emphasizing how little respect Putin 
has for the policies of the U.S. Govern-
ment. 

What concerns me most about the re-
lationship of the Kremlin and the 
Milosevic regime is the threat it poses 
to America’s men and women in uni-
form serving in the Balkans, along 
with those of our allies. The political, 
military, and economic support the 
Kremlin provides Milosevic directly 
jeopardizes the safety and security of 
both American and allied forces de-
ployed in the Balkans. While we are 
trying to force the Milosevic regime to 
step down and turn power over to Ser-
bia’s democratic opposition, Russia is 
signaling Milosevic that he can survive 
and even outlast the alliance and that 
Russia will help him, Milosevic, pre-
vail. 

There is no reason the American tax-
payer should provide Russia loan for-
giveness and economic assistance when 
the Kremlin continues to support a re-
gime in Serbia whose forces directly 
threaten U.S. troops who are trying to 
bring peace to the Balkans. 

My amendment, which I have just of-
fered, simply underscores that the U.S. 
assistance is not an entitlement bene-
fiting the Kremlin. The amendment 
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proposes that the United States with-
hold assistance to Russia by an amount 
equal to the amount which Russia pro-
vides Serbia. The amendment also will 
preclude any debt forgiveness or re-
scheduling of OPIC and Eximbank pro-
grams along with U.S. support for 
loans from international financial in-
stitutions to Russia. This assistance 
certainly is not warranted unless and 
until the Kremlin demonstrates that it 
has at long last cut its ties to the 
Milosevic regime. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3499 THROUGH 3513, EN BLOC 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send a group of managers’ amendments 
to the desk, en bloc, and ask for their 
immediate consideration. They have 
been cleared on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-
NELL] proposes amendments numbered 3499 
through 3513, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 3499

On page 142, on line 5 strike: ‘‘Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available under 
this heading, not less than $5,000,000 shall be 
made available for administration of demobi-
lizing and rehabilitating activities for child 
soldiers in Colombia’’ and insert in lieu 
thereof: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, 
$5,000,000 shall be available to the Secretary 
of State for transfer to the Department of 
Labor for the administration of the demobi-
lization and rehabilitation of child soldiers 
in Colombia, of which amount $2,500,000 shall 
be transferred not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and the 
remaining $2,500,000 shall be transferred not 
later than October 30, 2000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3500

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of State 
to submit a report concerning human 
rights in Colombia, and for other purposes) 
On page 145, line 12, after ‘‘(b)’’ and before 

‘‘DEFINITIONS’’, insert the following: 
‘‘REPORT.—Beginning 60 days after the date 

of enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter for the duration of the provision 
of resources administered under this Act, the 
Secretary of Sate shall submit a report to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
containing the following: 

‘‘(1) A description of the extent to which 
the Colombian Armed Forces have suspended 
from duty Colombian Armed Forces per-
sonnel who are credibly alleged to have com-
mitted gross violations of human rights, and 
the extent to which such personnel have 
been brought to justice in Colombia’s civil-
ian courts, including a description of the 
charges brought and the disposition of such 
cases. 

‘‘(2) An assessment of efforts made by the 
Colombian Armed Forces, National Police, 
and Attorney General to disband para-
military groups, including the names of Co-
lombian Armed Forces personnel brought to 
justice for aiding or abetting paramilitary 
groups and the names of paramilitary lead-
ers and members who were indicted, arrested 
and prosecuted. 

‘‘(3) A description of the extent to which 
the Colombian Armed Forces cooperate with 

civilian authorities in investigating and 
prosecuting gross violations of human rights 
allegedly committed by its personnel, in-
cluding the number of such personnel being 
investigated for gross violations of human 
rights who are suspended from duty. 

‘‘(4) A description of the extent to which 
attacks against human rights defenders, gov-
ernment prosecutors and investigators, and 
officials of the civilian judicial system in Co-
lombia, are being investigated and the al-
leged perpetrators brought to justice. 

‘‘(5) An estimate of the number of Colom-
bian civilians displaced as a result of the 
‘‘push into southern Colombia,’’ and actions 
taken to address the social and economic 
needs of these people. 

‘‘(6) A description of actions taken by the 
United States and the Government of Colom-
bia to promote and support a negotiated set-
tlement of the conflict in Colombia. 

‘‘(c)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3501

On page 13, line 16, after ‘‘vaccines’’ insert 
in lieu thereof: ‘‘, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law’’. 

On page 13, line 8, delete ‘‘41,000,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$35,000,000’’. 

On page 13, line 11, delete ‘‘$65,000,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$50,000,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3502

On page 57, line 19, delete the following: 
‘‘Panama,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3503

(Purpose: To appropriate funds to assist 
blind children) 

Before the period at the end of the para-
graph under the heading ‘‘Global Health’’, 
insert the following: ‘‘: Provided Further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $1,200,000 should be 
made available to assist blind children’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3504

On page 151, line 10, after ‘‘6105’’ insert 
‘‘HERBICIDE SAFETY.—’’. 

On page 151, line 12, strike ‘‘Surgeon Gen-
eral of the United States’’ and insert in lieu 
thereof ‘‘Director of the National Center for 
Environmental Health at the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention’’. 

On page 151, line 11, strike ‘‘aerial spray-
ing’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘use’’. 

On page 151, line 18, strike ‘‘water or leach 
in soil’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘ground or 
surface water’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3505

On page 38, line 6, strike ‘‘$330,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$340,000,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3506

On page 63, on line 9 after the words ‘‘Sec. 
530.’’ strike all through line 15 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
in subsection (b), the United States may not 
sell or otherwise make available under the 
Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 any 
Stinger ground-to-air missiles to any coun-
try bordering the Persian Gulf. 

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS AUTHORIZED.—
In addition to other defense articles author-
ized to be transferred by section 581 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriation Act, 1990, 
the United States may sell or make avail-

able, under the Arms Export Control Act or 
chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, Stinger ground to air missiles to 
any country bordering the Persian Gulf in 
order to replace, on a one-for-one basis, 
Stinger missiles previously furnished to such 
country if the Stinger missiles to be replaced 
are nearing the scheduled expiration of their 
shelf-life.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3507

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new general provision. 

PROCUREMENT AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
REFORM 

SEC. . (a) Of the funds made available 
under the heading ‘‘International Financial 
Institutions’’ in this or any prior Foreign 
Operations, Export Financing, or Related 
Programs Act, 10 percent of the United 
States portion or payment to such Inter-
national Financial Institution shall be with-
held by the Secretary of Treasury, until the 
Secretary certifies that—

(1) the institution is implementing proce-
dures for conducting semi-annual audits by 
qualified independent auditors for all new 
lending; 

(2) the institution has taken steps to estab-
lish an independent fraud and corruption in-
vestigative organization or office; 

(3) the institution has implemented a pro-
gram to assess a recipient country’s procure-
ment and financial management capabilities 
including an analysis of the risks of corrup-
tion prior to initiating new lending; and 

(4) the institution is taking steps to fund 
and implement measures to improve trans-
parency and anticorruption programs and 
procurement and financial management con-
trols in recipient countries. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary of Treasury 
shall report on March 1, 2001 to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations on progress made to 
fulfill the objectives identified in subsection 
(A). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘‘International 
Financial Institutions’’ means the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, the Inter-
American Development Bank, the Inter-
American Investment Corporation, the En-
terprise for the Americas Multilateral In-
vestment Fund, the Asian Development 
Bank, the Asian Development Fund, African 
Development Bank, the African Develop-
ment Fund, the European Bank for Recon-
struction and Development and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3508

On page 21, line 21, after the word ‘‘organi-
zations’’ insert, ‘‘: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available under this heading 
for Kosova, not less than $1,300,000 shall be 
made available to support the National Alba-
nian American Council’s training program 
for Kosovar women’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3509

On page 21, at the end of Section (c) insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading not 
less than $750,000 shall be made available for 
a joint project developed by the University 
of Pristina, Kosova and the Dartmouth Med-
ical School, U.S.A., to help restore the pri-
mary care capabilities at the University of 
Pristina Medical School and in Kosova’’. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 3510

(Purpose: To require the submittal to the 
congressional intelligence committees of 
reports on waivers relating to assistance to 
countries providing sanctuary to indicted 
war criminals) 
On page 103, beginning on line 13, strike 

‘‘Committee on Appropriations’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘House of Representatives’’ 
and insert ‘‘Committees on Appropriations 
and Foreign Relations and the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate and the 
Committees on Appropriations and Inter-
national Relations and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3511

(Purpose: To make available certain environ-
mental assistance funds for the People’s 
Republic of China) 
On page 140, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. USE OF FUNDS FOR THE UNITED 

STATES-ASIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
PARTNERSHIP. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries, funds appropriated by this or any other 
Act making appropriations pursuant to part 
I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that 
are made available for the United States-
Asia Environmental Partnership may be 
made available for activities for the People’s 
Republic of China. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3512

(Purpose: To make available funds for 
education and anti-corruption programs) 
On page 140, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. EDUCATION AND ANTI-CORRUPTION 

ASSISTANCE. 
Section 638 of the Foreign Assistance Act 

of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2398) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any provision of law 
that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries, funds made available to carry out the 
provisions of part I of this Act may be fur-
nished for assistance for education programs 
and for anti-corruption programs, except 
that this subsection shall not apply to sec-
tion 490(e) or 620A of this Act or any other 
comparable provision of law.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3513

(Purpose: To add $2,500,000 to Title llll, 
Research and Development for the Founda-
tion for Environmental Security and Sus-
tainability to support the need for environ-
mental security assessments for economic 
planning, and operations support) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
Of the funds to be appropriated under this 

heading, $2,500,000 is available for the Foun-
dation for Environmental Security and Sus-
tainability to support environmental threat 
assessments with interdisciplinary experts 
and academicians utilizing various tech-
nologies to address issues such as infectious 
disease, and other environmental indicators 
and warnings as they pertain to the security 
of an area. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 3499 through 
3513), en bloc, were agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3507

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
over the past two years, the Sub-
committee has held hearings which 
have focused on corruption, fraud and 
financial management problems at the 
international financial institutions. 
The interest was stimulated in part by 
flagrant abuses which compromised the 
World Bank’s program in Indonesia. 
The Bank’s Country Director ignored 
internal reports detailing program 
kickbacks, skimming and fraud be-
cause he was unwilling to upset the 
Suharto family and their cronies whom 
he believed were responsible for Indo-
nesia’s economic boom. A change of 
government and country directors pre-
sented an opportunity to set a new 
course for management and lending 
policies. 

Because of these problems, I asked 
GAO to conduct a review of the Bank’s 
management with an emphasis on anti-
corruption policies and programs in 
several of the largest borrowing coun-
tries, including Indonesia, Russia, and 
Brazil. While the Bank limited GAO’s 
access to documents, and set up a spe-
cial committee to supervise their 
work, they still did an excellent job. 

In brief, the GAO concluded the Bank 
has launched an ambitious effort to 
identify problems, but significant chal-
lenges lie ahead. We are a long way 
from real solutions. 

Let me tick off some of the conclu-
sions which concerned me the most—

First, although the World Bank has 
established an Investigations Unit 
which answers to a new Fraud and 
Oversight Committee, many local prob-
lems in borrowing countries never 
reach the investigators. In one country 
where the Bank itself identified cor-
ruption as a serious problem, 30 allega-
tions of abuse reported to their local 
officials had not been referred on to the 
Investigations Unit or Committee. 

Second, both the Investigations Unit 
and the Committee answer to one of 
the Bank’s Managing Directors. GAO 
concluded that the independence of in-
vestigations could be compromised by 
the fact that a Managing Director con-
trols the unit’s budgets and makes 
final decisions on whether an inves-
tigation is pursued, including those 
that may involve employees who an-
swer to the Director. 

Third, new initiatives introduced in 
1998 to improve financial and procure-
ment procedures only apply to 14% of 
the Banks 1,500 projects. In recent au-
dits, 17 of 25 borrowers showed a lack of 
understanding or noncompliance with 
procurement rules. GAO’s review of 12 
randomly selected projects identified 5 
projects where the borrowing countries 
implementing agencies had little or no 
experience managing projects. 

Fourth, when making project rec-
ommendations for Board approval, the 

staff’s risk analysis fails to adequately 
address corruption or undue political 
influence as key factors. Eight of 
Twelve projects reviewed did not iden-
tify corruption or political manipula-
tion as a critical risk even though 
other Bank reports indicated both were 
serious issues in the countries included 
in the project sampling. 

Finally, GAO determined that solv-
ing problems is made more difficult be-
cause audits are often late and of poor 
quality, and the Bank does not evalu-
ate the quality of audits. 

To remedy these problems, GAO rec-
ommends the Bank integrate the inves-
tigative function and establish its or-
ganizational independence, include 
more complete corruption data in risk 
assessments and country strategies, de-
velop a system for allocating anti-cor-
ruption assistance, improve borrowing 
countries’ capabilities to monitor, im-
plement and supervise fraud free 
projects, and improve auditing and 
project supervision. 

These problems are not unique to the 
World Bank. We have all read the sto-
ries about the IMF being caught by 
surprise in both Russia and Ukraine re-
garding manipulation of loans and loan 
data. I am sure there are similar prob-
lems in the regional institutions as 
well. 

To accelerate a solution to these 
pressing issues, Senator LEAHY and I 
felt it was prudent for the Secretary of 
the Treasury to encourage these insti-
tutions to implement GAO’s rec-
ommendations. The amendment before 
the Senate requires the Secretary to 
withhold 10% of our contribution to 
each institution until audits are in 
place, independent investigation units 
are established, and the problem of cor-
ruption is being addressed in risk as-
sessments. We also expect the institu-
tions to strengthen local government 
capacity so that lending and projects 
are better supervised to prevent cor-
ruption. 

This amendment addresses one of the 
most fundamental issues which has 
compromised support for the multilat-
eral banks. Bringing more trans-
parency to lending and improving pro-
curement and management procedures 
will help restore confidence and sup-
port to the banks.

AMENDMENT NO. 3511

Mr. ROBERTS. I support the Baucus-
Roberts amendment to engage china on 
the important issue of rapid industrial-
ization and the environment. The 
amendment would permit appropriated 
funds for the US-Asia Environmental 
Partnership (USAEP)—an initiative of 
the U.S. Agency for International De-
velopment (USAID)—to be used for en-
vironmental projects in the People’s 
Republic of China (PRC). In other 
words, the U.S. government would fi-
nally be able to, for example, help U.S. 
businesses connect with provincial and 
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municipal governments in China to ini-
tiate badly needed environmental engi-
neering projects. This work is nec-
essary to attempt to prevent a possible 
long-term environmental catastrophe 
resulting from intense industrializa-
tion and development in the PRC and 
Asia in general. 

Why should one care whether Chinese 
or Asian people breath clean air or 
drink clean water? Besides the obvious 
humanitarian concern, a ruined envi-
ronment throughout Asia will—at 
some point—affect us here in the 
United States and our interests. This is 
common sense. 

The Baucus-Roberts amendment also 
sends a strong pro-engagement mes-
sage to the PRC since the U.S. ex-
cluded de jure or de facto the PRC from 
U.S. foreign aid programs with passage 
and signing of the FY 90–FY 91 State 
Department Authorization, specifically 
section 902 of H.R. 3792. 

Our government purports to be con-
cerned about global environmental 
issues, Mr. President, about avoiding 
contamination of the world’s water, 
air, and soil. Yet, we prohibit ourselves 
from consulting and cooperating on a 
government to government basis with 
the one nation with the greatest poten-
tial to impact the world’s environment 
over the next 50 to 100 years. That 
makes no sense. 

What is the United States-Asian En-
vironmental Partnership? It is a pub-
lic-private initiative implemented by 
the U.S. Agency for International De-
velopment (USAID). Its aim is to en-
courage environmentally sustainable 
development in Asia as that region in-
dustrializes at a phenomenal rate. By 
‘‘environmentally sustainable develop-
ment,’’ we mean industrial and urban 
development that does not irreparably 
damage the air, water, and soil nec-
essary for life. It’s really that simple. 
US–AEP currently works with govern-
ments and industries in Hong Kong, 
India, Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Tai-
wan, Thailand, and Vietnam. In cre-
ating US–AEP, the U.S. government 
recognized the long-term environ-
mental hazards of Asia’s rapid indus-
trialization and the need for the U.S. 
government to engage on the issue. 

The program provides grants to U.S. 
companies for the purpose of facili-
tating the transfer of environmentally 
sound and energy-efficient tech-
nologies to the Asia/Pacific region. 
Again, the objective is to address the 
pollution and health challenges of 
rapid industrialization while stimu-
lating demand for U.S. technologies. In 
cooperation with the U.S. Department 
of Commerce, US–AEP has placed Envi-
ronmental Technology Representatives 
in 11 Asian countries to identify trade 
opportunities for U.S. companies and 
coordinate meetings between potential 
Asian and U.S. business partners. 

Mr. President, on the basic issue of 
the global environmental impact of 

Asian industrialization, specifically 
Chinese modernization, the Senate has 
the responsibility to authorize at least 
some cooperation between Beijing and 
Washington. I ask for my colleagues 
support for this common sense amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3501

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
be sure there is no misunderstanding 
about my purpose in offering this 
amendment, which would reduce fund-
ing in the bill by a total of $21 million 
for programs to combat tuberculosis 
and malaria. The funding for these ac-
tivities was included at my request, 
and I want to express my appreciation 
to Chairman MCCONNELL for that. 

Like every Senator, I would like to 
see the highest possible levels of fund-
ing to combat these two dreaded dis-
eases, which cause immeasurable suf-
fering in developing countries. I have 
worked to do that for several years, 
and I fully intend to continue doing so. 
If our FY01 budget allocation would 
permit it, I would recommend higher 
funding for global health programs, in-
cluding to combat TB and malaria. 

However, we are forced to make ex-
cruciating choices. I want to be sure 
that we allocate our resources wisely, 
and that we also have sufficient re-
sources to support vital programs to 
combat anti-microbial resistance, 
which is a worldwide problem of great 
urgency and immense proportions, and 
to strengthen disease surveillance in 
developing countries. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
ensure that in addition to providing in-
creased funding above the current lev-
els for programs to combat TB and ma-
laria, we are also able to at least main-
tain, and preferable increase funding 
for anti-microbial resistance and sur-
veillance. My hope is that effects of 
this amendment will only be tem-
porary, that we will receive a higher 
allocation in the Conference, and that 
we will then be able to provide higher 
levels of funding for all of these criti-
cally important health activities. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3512

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
this amendment would allow the 
United States to provide non military 
education and anti corruption assist-
ance to countries, and their govern-
ments, that are not on the terrorism 
list, and that are denied U.S. assist-
ance or are under U.S. sanctions. Let 
me just reiterate that this amendment 
is not applicable to countries on the 
terrorism list or which are major pro-
ducers or traffickers in illegal drugs. 

This provision is specifically in-
tended to enable the U.S. Government 
to conduct a broad range of rule of law 
programs, as well as other programs 
(e.g. setting up elementary schools, 
high school exchanges, health edu-
cation, economic reform measures; tax 
reform, tariff regulation, developing 
rational and transparent budgeting 

procedures, privatization, or drafting a 
commercial code, etc.), so long as there 
is some component of the program that 
includes educating or providing infor-
mation to persons. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
been working for a long time to try to 
find ways to help the most vulnerable 
populations around the world. Allowing 
the United States to continue to pro-
vide assistance in education and anti 
corruption training is something which 
ultimately is in our own interests. 

In many parts of the world, we are up 
against elements like the Wahhabis, 
the Saudis, the Iranians and the likes 
of Bin Laden and others, who are pour-
ing money into the poorest regions of 
the world to set up schools which are 
dedicated to teaching children anti-
Western attitudes, as well as how to 
carry weapons. 

In many countries, because of the 
dire poverty, such schools are the only 
game in town. And the single common 
element which allows these schools to 
flourish is poverty and ignorance. 
There is no other option for many peo-
ple. The poverty and the lack of edu-
cation leads to radicalism, and vio-
lence, often directed first against 
women, and a host of problems which 
every one on this floor can list. 

The growth of this radicalism comes 
back and haunts us and affect Amer-
ican lives and American security. The 
popularity of Bin Laden for example, 
and the anti-Western fervor which is 
rampant in the Middle East and South 
Asia can too often lead to terrorism 
and attempts to destabilize developing 
countries that are trying to remain 
secular and pro-west. Ultimately, this 
is a threat to U.S. security. 

This lack of education also leads to 
tragic global phenomena like the traf-
ficking in women and children: Edu-
cation would substantially increase 
awareness regarding the insidious prac-
tice of international sex slavery. This 
involves forcing women and children 
into prostitution against their will, 
who are held in slavery-like conditions, 
having been transported into a strange 
country. 

There is a general sentiment in the 
Congress these days that sanctions 
have gone too far, that they don’t work 
and that we should remove all of them. 
I do not share this view, I believe sanc-
tions have a role to play and are appro-
priate in certain situations. But deny-
ing ourselves the opportunity to pro-
vide education in a variety of fields in 
certain parts of the world is counter-
productive. We are only hurting our-
selves. 

Instead of being able to implement 
education programs which would help 
bring a secular alternative to the lack 
of education, or the types of schools I 
mentioned earlier, we find our hands 
are tied when assistance is denied to a 
country or when general sanctions are 
imposed on a country—including sanc-
tions on countries that for one reason 
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or another default on their loans. Yes, 
we should be able to take political ac-
tion against countries that are doing 
bad things; but we should not be put in 
a situation where programs in edu-
cation or in anti corruption training is 
involved. We shouldn’t be mandating 
sanctions in an area, like education, 
which are of long term assistance to 
the United States. 

We sit and complain about such 
things as corruption or lack of environ-
mental awareness, or lack of democ-
racy, or child labor, or trafficking in 
women and children. Education could 
help make a dent in such things, from 
helping to set up elementary schools, 
having exchanges at higher school lev-
els, to such things as providing infor-
mation to people in such areas as eco-
nomic reform, equitable distribution of 
wealth, growing their economies, im-
plementation of tax reform and tariff 
regulation, development of rational 
and transparent budgeting procedures, 
development of rule of law and demo-
cratic institutions, and privatizing or 
drafting a commercial code. 

And yet we occasionally find our-
selves in the position of having to deny 
assistance in the very area which 
would help fix these problems. 

That is why I am introducing this 
amendment today. Denying U.S. assist-
ance to a country is a right we should 
preserve, but we shouldn’t be cutting 
our ability to influence countries at 
such a basic level as education and we 
certainly should do what we can to 
combat anti-corruption. 

The most effective way to overcome 
the anti democratic threats and the 
lure of terrorism is to go to the root of 
the problem and to encourage the de-
velopment of civil society. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota is here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized to offer an 
amendment relative to Colombia. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
got a last-minute call from the Budget 
Committee, and we may have to work 
this amendment out. I will wait about 
5 minutes before I offer the amend-
ment. I am waiting for some last-
minute wording. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry. What is the situation 
now? Is there an amendment pending? 
Are we open for general debate on the 
foreign operations appropriations bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina sent up an 

amendment by unanimous consent, and 
the regular order is to recognize the 
Senator from Minnesota to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to use leader time at this point to 
speak with regard to the Wellstone 
amendment, which I understand he will 
be offering momentarily. 

I rise to speak against the Wellstone 
amendment that I understand will be 
offered. What this amendment would 
do would be to knock out the funds 
that are included in the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill for Colom-
bian aid. Is that correct about the in-
tent of the amendment by the Senator 
from Minnesota? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, no, 
it is not. This amendment leaves sev-
eral hundred million dollars out of the 
$900 million that would go to the 
southern Colombia military campaign. 
I will talk about the military and the 
right-wing violence groups and go 
through State Department reports and 
human rights reports about this. But in 
no way, shape, or form does this 
amendment say that. 

Mr. LOTT. You would move a signifi-
cant portion of the funds in excess of 
$900 million into another category to 
be used for exactly what? Will the Sen-
ator describe that to me? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to. 
We are working on this final wording 
because we are trying to figure wheth-
er to do this out of emergency designa-
tion or whether we can do this in a dif-
ferent way. 

What this amendment says is that we 
absolutely are committed to institu-
tional building in Colombia; we are 
committed to helping out in every way, 
shape, or form, including interdiction 
and police action. 

There are very serious concerns that 
have been raised by a whole range of 
religious groups. I have a list of hun-
dreds of nongovernment organizations 
in Colombia, but a particular portion, 
$225 million, would go to this one mili-
tary campaign in southern Colombia. 
This money instead would say—and 
this follows up on what General McCaf-
frey and others have said, which is that 
we also need to deal not just with 
interdiction but also the demand side 
in this country. 

I say to the majority leader, I am 
going to be presenting compelling evi-
dence about the huge gap in the num-
ber of people who are not getting any 
treatment. We have to figure out a way 
to cut down on the demand side in our 
country so we will provide money for 
prevention and treatment programs in 
this country. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator for 
his explanation. 

At this time, rather than just speak-
ing against his amendment, I will 
speak for what is in the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill for the Co-
lombia aid package. As a matter of 

fact, the Senate version has over $900 
million in this area. The House bill ac-
tually included around $1.7 billion be-
cause the House included not only 
funds for the drug war in Colombia—I 
believe they also provided more than 
what had been asked for by the admin-
istration—they also provided some aid 
for other countries in the area that are 
also having some difficulty in fighting 
the drug situation in that part of the 
world. 

Let me emphasize that we have been 
very much involved, obviously, in 
being supportive of bringing about a 
peaceful solution in Kosovo. It has 
been, of course, debated what should be 
done there, if we should do what we 
have done there, and how much should 
be spent there. The administration has 
pursued the policy there and the Con-
gress has gone along with it, for better 
or for worse, at a cost of billions of dol-
lars. 

I point out on this map the area we 
are talking about. Kosovo is in this 
area of the world. It is very important 
to Europe and to our allies in Europe. 
I have suggested to our allies—NATO, 
Germany, Britain and other coun-
tries—they should assume more of the 
responsibility there, not less. I have 
been very concerned they have not met 
their responsibilities. Until just very 
recently, they seemed to be doing a 
better job of providing the money and 
the people they committed. 

My point is while this is important, 
it is not nearly as close and as directly 
involved in the U.S. national security 
as the situation in Colombia. This map 
depicts Colombia. This whole region is 
experiencing some transition now. 
Since we have turned over the Panama 
Canal and closed our bases there, we 
see evidence that already there has 
been an increase of drug trafficking 
through Panama. We are concerned 
about the narcotraffickers in Colom-
bia; we are concerned about what is 
happening in Venezuela, and this whole 
region of the world. It is in our neigh-
borhood. 

For years, to our own detriment, in 
my opinion, we have not been as in-
volved with Central America and South 
America as we should have been. Now 
we see democracy and economic oppor-
tunity beginning to make progress in 
Central America, in the Caribbean, and 
democracy at least blossoming in parts 
of South America, but we see a threat, 
and it is being driven by drugs. 

In addition to being in our hemi-
sphere and in close proximity, we are 
talking about activities by people who 
are undermining the Colombian Gov-
ernment, who are killing people, and 
who are killing our children. The drugs 
that come out of Colombia are coming 
right into the United States—cocaine 
and heroin. They are poisoning our 
children. 

I take this not very well. I am very 
concerned about it. I think we ignore it 
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to our own peril. Should we do more in 
our country to deal with the demand 
problem, education, and treatment? 
Sure. We ought to find ways to do that. 
But we shouldn’t do it by taking away 
from the efforts that are underway in 
Colombia. 

That is why I call this a close na-
tional security interest for our own 
country. There are those who are wor-
ried if we do this, we are slipping to-
ward being involved. Where better to 
be involved than to try to take action 
and provide support for people who are 
trying to move toward greater democ-
racy and greater economic develop-
ment and to control and stop the drug 
trafficking and the drug pushers in 
that part of the world? I think we 
should do this. I think we should have 
been doing more a year ago or 2 years 
ago. I worked in the Senate with Sen-
ators COVERDELL, DEWINE, and others 
in communication with our own drug 
czar in America that we were not doing 
enough in Colombia. 

Finally, the administration has said, 
well, we need to do something more; we 
need to be involved. I commend them 
for that. We need to get it done. That 
is why we pulled this foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill up as early 
as possible. We think we should get 
this foreign operations bill done and we 
should get the Colombian aid package 
included. This is very important for us. 

President Pastrana of Colombia has 
asked for our help—not to solve the 
problem for him. We are not advo-
cating U.S. troops go in or that we 
have direct involvement in their ef-
forts there but to help him without 
American troops. Give them the aid 
they need; give them the equipment 
they need to fight these massive nar-
cotic drug cartels in Colombia and that 
part of the world. 

President Clinton’s plan is multi-
faceted: Economic, political, social, 
and military means to gain the upper 
hand in dealing with the 
narcoterrorists who control vast 
amounts of Colombian territory. That 
is an area where I have some concern. 
I think too much territory has been 
conceded to these narcoterrorists. 

Make no mistake, the FARC and the 
ELN guerrillas are ruthless. They don’t 
know anything or care anything about 
human rights. They only want power to 
turn Colombia into the first nation 
controlled by narcoterrorists. Think 
about that. That is a real possibility 
unless we act to get assistance there as 
soon as possible. 

Will this aid package alone solve the 
problem overnight? No. I emphasize 
again we should have been doing more 
last year and the year before and over 
a period of years. But it will make a 
significant contribution by giving to 
the Colombian Government the where-
withal to challenge these 
narcoterrorists. 

We know one thing for certain: With-
out this package, these narcoterrorists 

will be emboldened and they will have 
no incentive to come to the peace 
table. The freely elected pro U.S. gov-
ernment of President Pastrana will be 
dealt a very serious blow. We cannot 
leave them unassisted when they have 
asked for our help. 

This is a question of standing up for 
our children, of standing up and fight-
ing these narcoterrorists in our part of 
the world, in our neighborhood, in our 
region. Colombia has a chance. They 
are tired of the bloodshed. They are 
tired of kidnappings. They are tired of 
human rights abuses on all sides. I 
don’t for a minute mean to push aside 
the complaints about some of the 
human rights violations on the other 
side, but that shouldn’t be a reason not 
to act. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, support the foreign oper-
ations bill as it is, with the Colombian 
aid. As a matter of fact, I think it is 
possible the aid may actually be in-
creased somewhat in conference. We 
should not let this be pecked apart. We 
should step up to our responsibility 
and fulfill our commitment to Colom-
bia, to President Pastrana for his ef-
forts, but particularly for the children 
of our country. 

Do not support amendments that will 
take away funds in this package and 
move them over into other areas. It is 
the minimum that we should do. 

I thank Senator WELLSTONE for al-
lowing me to go forward at this time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

say to the majority leader, I appreciate 
his comments and I did not want to in-
terrupt him while he was speaking. 

I will, in as thoughtful a way as pos-
sible, respond to some of his comments. 
I don’t think there is any question that 
we need to deal with narcoterrorists. I 
don’t really believe that is the issue. I 
will take time to develop this. 

My colleague from New York wanted 
to speak. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to follow the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. President, more than 80 percent 

of the cocaine, and most of the heroin 
flooding America’s streets comes from 
Colombia. That is just one of many 
reasons why helping honest Colom-
bians is an urgent and absolute neces-
sity. 

Today, Colombia’s democratically 
elected government is besieged by 
blood-thirsty communist guerrillas 
who have gone into business with 
narcotraffickers, and, Mr. President, 
without U.S. help, Colombia may very 
well lose its fight with these 
narcoterrorists—and that is why the 
United States must move swiftly to 

help President Andres Pastrana save 
the second oldest democracy in the 
Americas. 

I support doing whatever it takes to 
save Colombia—not only because of the 
enormous cost of drugs to our country 
but because the United States of Amer-
ica should stand with a decent, demo-
cratic government in our own hemi-
sphere that is threatened by Marxist 
terrorist groups. 

I am grateful to the distinguished 
Senator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, and 
the able Senator from Kentucky, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, for including in the for-
eign operations bill the emergency 
anti-drug assistance for Colombia and 
surrounding countries. 

This bill deserves our support even 
though I expect that the House-Senate 
conference will choose to make some 
adjustments. 

For example, we must resist unreal-
istic conditions that will block the de-
livery of badly needed support. Also, I 
am persuaded that we must supply the 
Colombian Army with Blackhawk heli-
copters so they have the mobility to 
respond to the hit-and-run tactics of 
the guerrillas who are part of the drug 
trade. 

The stakes are enormously high. Co-
lombia is one of the most important 
U.S. trading partners in the Americas, 
with $4.5 billion in direct U.S. invest-
ment in sectors—not counting the key 
petroleum sector. Also, the guerrillas 
have expressly targeted American busi-
nesses and citizens in Colombia for 
bombings, kidnapings, and murders. 

Further, the threat to regional sta-
bility is acute: Venezuela, Peru, and 
Ecuador all have massed troops on 
their borders with Colombia. Panama, 
which has no army, is helpless to se-
cure its frontier from smugglers of 
drugs and weapons. 

President Pastrana doesn’t ask us to 
do his fighting for him. In fact, no man 
alive has taken more risks for peace. If 
anything, he might be criticized for 
making too many concessions to bring 
the guerrillas to the peace table. 

The guerrillas have responded by 
launching murderous attacks on civil-
ian targets. While President Pastrana 
is going the extra mile for peace, the 
guerrillas have launched a recruitment 
drive—bent on tearing Colombia apart. 

These guerrillas are criminals and 
terrorists who thrive on drug traf-
ficking, kidnaping, and extortion. They 
are playing an ever-increasing role in 
the drug trade, which earns them a 
blank check from the narcotraffickers 
who realize that chaos is good for their 
dirty enterprise. 

These 20,000 guerrillas move about 
the country virtually unchallenged 
while most of Colombia’s army is 
pinned down protecting bridges, oil 
pipelines, and power stations from ter-
rorist attacks. That leaves only 40,000 
soldiers, with a mere 30 helicopters, to 
take on the guerrillas in a rugged, 
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mountainous country almost twice the 
size of Texas. 

What can the United States do to 
help? 

We can approve emergency anti-drug 
aid to Colombia and to her neighbors, 
thereby giving them a fighting chance 
to stem the tide of lawlessness and co-
caine that threatens the entire Andean 
region. 

U.S. support will bolster the Colom-
bian army’s counter-drug battalions, 
providing continued U.S. military 
training, better intelligence and com-
munications, and increased mobility in 
he form of transport helicopters. We 
will also provide support to eradicate 
illegal crops and create alternative em-
ployment for displaced farmers. 

Current U.S. law requires that any 
military units receiving U.S. aid must 
be ‘‘scrubbed’’ for human rights viola-
tions. That is as it should be. But we 
should not hold U.S. support hostage to 
unrealistic preconditions. 

If America fails to act, Colombia will 
continue to hurdle toward chaos. If the 
war drags on—or if desperate Colom-
bians lose their struggle or are forced 
to appease the narco-guerrillas—the 
United States and the rest of the hemi-
sphere will pay a very dear price. 

The longer we delay, the higher that 
price will be. 

I urge Senators to support emergency 
anti-drug support for Colombia—and to 
do so without delay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. Without objec-
tion, the Senator’s time will be 
charged under the previous order 
against his time on the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we 
are working on the final version of the 
amendment, but I will outline for col-
leagues what this amendment is about. 
I will send the amendment to the desk 
in a short while. 

This amendment would essentially 
transfer $225 million—as I said to the 
majority leader, this is by no means an 
amendment that says we don’t supply 
assistance to Colombia—from the Co-
lombian military for purposes of the 
push into southern Colombia to the do-
mestic drug treatment programs. 

Specifically, this amendment would 
transfer funds to the substance abuse 
prevention and treatment block grant 
program to provide—I will marshal evi-
dence to colleagues—desperately need-
ed funds for State and local commu-
nity-based programs and for drug 
treatment programs within a variety of 
different facilities, such as correctional 
facilities and other facilities in the 
country. 

By the way, part of the argument 
that I present today is that we deal 
with this drug problem for sure, but 
there is a considerable amount of evi-
dence that we don’t want to all of a 
sudden militarize this whole package, 
especially with the record of the mili-
tary in Colombia. 

Moreover, we want to deal with the 
demand side in our country. By the 
way, I am sure the vast majority of 
people in the United States of America 
agree. 

This amendment leaves substantial 
assistance for the Colombian Govern-
ment and civil society, including all 
sorts of alternative development pro-
grams such as judicial reform and 
human rights programs. 

I want to make this clear, given some 
of the comments of the majority lead-
er. It also leaves extensive funding for 
interdiction, investigating, and pros-
ecuting drug trafficking and money 
laundering, and for the counter-
narcotics effort of the Colombian na-
tional police, as well as for other coun-
ternarcotics programs in other Latin 
American countries. It doesn’t cut 1 
cent from any of that. 

I want colleagues to know what they 
are voting on. It simply removes and 
transfers to more effective domestic 
use the resources in this particular bill 
destined for the Colombian Army’s 
push into southern Colombia. 

Since 1989, virtually all U.S. assist-
ance to Colombia has officially been in-
tended to fight illicit drug production 
and trafficking. The majority leader 
comes to the floor and speaks as if we 
have not been making this effort. But 
what is sold as a war on drugs to the 
Congress and the American public is 
far more complex. This is where I dis-
sent from the majority leader. This is 
much more complex than just a war 
dealing with drug production and traf-
ficking. 

Colombia today is embroiled in the 
hemisphere’s largest and longest civil 
war with the military increasingly 
linked to paramilitary death squads. 

The majority leader says this is just 
a matter of whether or not we are seri-
ous about the war on drugs. That is not 
what this amendment deals with. I am 
serious about the war on drugs. I am 
serious about interdiction. I am serious 
about getting the assistance to Colom-
bia for that. But when the majority 
leader says: I am concerned about 
human rights, he then quickly brushes 
this aside. 

We need to understand that there is a 
civil war in Colombia. There is a mili-
tary link to paramilitary death squads 
with massive corruption and wide-
spread human rights atrocities. The 
rebel insurgency has also expanded 
throughout large sections of the coun-
try, and innocent civilians have been 
killed by these rebels as well. Colombia 
now has the third largest internally 
displaced population in the world. 

Before I go any further, since we are 
now by a 7-to-1 ratio going to change 
our assistance from police to mili-
tary—that is what worries me with 
American advisers—let me talk about 
the military. 

Let me, first of all, quote from the 
1999 country reports on human rights 

practices released by the U.S. Depart-
ment of State, February 25, 2000.

Paramilitary groups and guerrillas attack 
at increasing levels unarmed civilians ex-
pected of loyalty to an opposing party in the 
country. 

Government forces continue to commit nu-
merous serious abuses, including 
extrajudicial killings, at a level that was 
roughly similar to that of 1998. Despite some 
prosecutions and convictions, the authorities 
rarely brought officers of the security forces 
and the police charged with human rights of-
fenses to justice, and impunity remains a 
problem. At times, the security forces col-
laborated with paramilitary groups that 
committed abuses. 

Paramilitary groups and guerrillas were 
responsible for the vast majority of political 
and extrajudicial killings during the year. 
Throughout the country, paramilitary 
groups killed, tortured, and threatened civil-
ians suspected of sympathizing with guer-
rillas with an orchestrated campaign of ter-
rorizing them into fleeing their homes there-
by depriving guerrillas of civilian support.

This report goes on. It basically says 
you have the military directly linked 
to these paramilitary groups which 
have committed widespread abuses of 
human rights and which have murdered 
innocent civilians. 

I am all for interdiction. But I have 
to raise some questions about what we 
are doing all of a sudden in this pack-
age by dramatically changing the ratio 
of our support and giving much more 
to the military linked to these death 
squads. I don’t think that is what our 
country is about. 

Moreover, I don’t believe the mili-
tarization of this package will work. I 
will get to that in a moment. 

The majority leader says he is con-
cerned about human rights. He said it 
in a word or two. But I would like to 
spend a little bit more time on this. 

‘‘Human Rights Watch World Report 
2000,’’ in Colombia,

Paramilitary groups working in some 
areas with the tolerance and open support of 
the armed forces continue to massacre civil-
ians, commit selected killings and special 
terror.

Democratic Senators and Republican 
Senators, now we are going to give this 
military, given this record, a massive 
infusion of money for a campaign in 
southern Colombia with American ad-
visers with them. 

Let me quote again from the ‘‘Human 
Rights Watch World Report 2000.’’ That 
is this year.

Paramilitary groups working in some 
areas with the tolerance and open support of 
the armed forces continue to massacre civil-
ians, commit selected killings and special 
terror.

I argue that we should take this seri-
ously. 

Amnesty International, May 3, 2000:
Jesús Ramiro Zapata, human rights de-

fender, was abducted and killed in Segovia, 
department of Antioquia. Several days ear-
lier he reported that members of para-
military groups had inquired into his where-
abouts eight times in the latter part of 
April. On the 3rd of April, 500 paramilitaries 
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reportedly entered the municipalities of 
Segovia and Remedios, setting up camp in 
Otu. The large number of Colombian Na-
tional Army 4th Brigade troops stationed in 
the area did nothing to confront the illegal 
paramilitary group. 

That is a report from Amnesty Inter-
national. 

I could go on. 
The armed forces, the military that 

we are now going to provide money to 
with American advisers watching and 
standing by idly as paramilitary 
groups violate human rights, abduct 
innocent people and murder them, and 
we are going to be providing all of this 
support for this military? 

Colleagues, if there had been some 
evidence over the last couple of years 
that there has been a change, that 
would be a different story. 

This is a letter from a number of dif-
ferent religious organizations in the 
United States of America. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all of these documents be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

LEGAL ACTION CENTER, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF ALCOHOLISM AND 
DRUG ABUSE COUNSELORS 
(NAADAC), NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG DEPEND-
ENCE (NCADD), PARTNERSHIP FOR 
RECOVERY, STATE ASSOCIATIONS 
OF ADDICTION SERVICES (SAAS), 

May 18, 2000. 

SUPPORT THE WELLSTONE AMENDMENT TO THE 
FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

DEAR SENATORS: We are writing in support 
of Senator Wellstone’s Amendment to the 
Foreign Operations appropriations bill to 
transfer $225 million from the section of the 
bill funding military operations in Southern 
Colombia to drug and alcohol treatment and 
prevention programs funded by the Sub-
stance Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
(SAPT) block grant. We feel this amendment 
leaves intact critical assistance for democ-
racy stabilization and drug interdiction ef-
forts in Colombia, while also supporting the 
vastly underfunded drug and alcohol treat-
ment and prevention programs here in the 
United States. 

Public funding for treatment primarily 
serves low income and indigent people who 
are seeking treatment in order to reclaim 
their lives. When looking at drug and alcohol 
addiction, we find that in addition to being a 
disease itself, it is a critical risk factor for 
health problems such as the spread of HIV 
and other infectious diseases as well as so-
cial problems such as crime and domestic vi-
olence. 

Additionally, treatment and prevention 
systems have faced increased pressure from 
entitlement reforms, specifically welfare and 
SSI program reforms that decrease system 
capacity while increasing the need for public 
treatment and prevention services. Success-
ful criminal justice programs involving (and 
often mandating) treatment, including drug 
courts, have proliferated and are steadily in-
creasing the demand for treatment. 

We feel that a balanced approach to the 
drug control effort is necessary, yet preven-
tion and treatment programs have not re-
ceived adequate funding to keep up with de-

mand. The Wellstone amendment adds nec-
essary prevention and treatment funds to do-
mestic programs that will save lives and tax-
payer dollars. 

On behalf of the 18 million Americans who 
chronically use drugs or alcohol and the 8.3 
million children whose parent(s) abuse drugs 
or alcohol, we ask that you support drug and 
alcohol prevention and treatment programs 
by supporting the Wellstone amendment. 

We thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

TOM MCDANIELS, 
Director of National 

Policy, Legal Action 
Center. 

WILLIAM D. MCCOLL, Esq., 
Executive Director, 

National Association 
of Alcoholism and 
Drug Abuse Coun-
selors (NAADAC). 

SARAH KAYSON, 
Public Policy Director, 

National Council on 
Alcoholism and Drug 
Dependence 
(NCADD). 

CAROL MCDAID, 
Partnership for Recov-

ery. 
ART SCHUT, 

President, State Asso-
ciations of Addiction 
Services (SAAS). 

1999 COUNTRY REPORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
PRACTICES 
COLOMBIA 

Colombia is a constitutional, multiparty 
democracy, in which the Liberal and Con-
servative parties have long dominated poli-
tics. Citizens elected President Andres 
Pastrana of the Conservative Party and a bi-
cameral legislature controlled by the Liberal 
Party in generally free, fair, and transparent 
elections in 1998, despite attempts at intimi-
dation and fraud by paramilitary groups, 
guerrillas, and narcotics traffickers. The ci-
vilian judiciary is largely independent of 
government influence, although the sub-
orning or intimidation of judges, witnesses, 
and prosecutors by those indicated is com-
mon. 

The Government continued to face a seri-
ous challenge to its control over the national 
territory, as longstanding and widespread in-
ternal armed conflict and rampant vio-
lence—both political and criminal—per-
sisted. The principal participants were gov-
ernment security forces, paramilitary 
groups, guerrillas, and narcotics traffickers. 
In some areas government forces were en-
gaged in combat with guerrillas or narcotics 
traffickers, while in others paramilitary 
groups fought guerrillas, and in still others 
guerrillas attacked demobilized members of 
rival guerrilla factions. Paramilitary groups 
and guerrillas attacked at increasing levels 
unarmed civilians suspected of loyalty to an 
opposing party in the conflict. The two 
major guerrilla groups, the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) and the 
National Liberation Army (ELN), consist of 
an estimated 11,000 to 17,000 full-time com-
batants organized into more than 100 semi-
autonomous groups. The FARC and the ELN, 
along with other smaller groups, exercised a 
significant degree of influence and initiated 
armed action in nearly 1,000 of the country’s 
1,085 municipalities during the year, com-
pared with 700 municipalities in 1998. The 
major guerrilla organizations received a sig-
nificant part of their revenues (in the hun-

dreds of millions of dollars) from fees levied 
on narcotics production and trafficking. 
Guerrillas and paramilitary groups sup-
planted absent state institutions in many 
sparsely populated areas of the national ter-
ritory. In July 1998, then-President-elect 
Pastrana met with the FARC’s leader, 
‘‘Manuel Marulanda Velez,’’ and agreed to a 
demilitarized zone (‘‘despeje’’) in which the 
two sides could pursue direct peace talks. In 
November 1998, the despeje was initiated in 5 
southern municipalities, with a total popu-
lation of approximately 100,000 persons. Se-
curity forces completed their withdrawal 
from the area the following month. In Janu-
ary Marulanda failed to appear for the sched-
uled formal inauguration of peace talks in 
the despeje. President Pastrana and 
Marulanda met again in May and agreed on 
an agenda for formal negotiations and on 
procedures for the creation of an inter-
national verification commission to monitor 
both sides’ compliance with the terms of the 
despeje. However, the FARC refused to pro-
ceed with the establishment of the commis-
sion. Formal Government-FARC peace nego-
tiations began in earnest in October and 
were underway at year’s end, following the 
Government’s concession to the FARC that, 
at least initially, there be no international 
verification commission. The Government 
also held a series of informal discussions 
with the ELN during the year, but insisted 
on the ELN’s release of the victims of spe-
cific mass kidnapings as a condition for un-
dertaking formal negotiations and for de-
militarizing a zone in which the ELN could 
hold its national convention. At year’s end, 
the ELN had not complied with the Govern-
ment’s request and still held captive several 
dozen of the specified kidnap victims. 

The civilian-led Ministry of Defense is re-
sponsible for internal security and oversees 
both the armed forces and the National Po-
lice, although civilian management of the 
armed forces is limited. The security forces 
include armed state law enforcement, inves-
tigative, and military authorities, including 
the National Police, army, air force, navy, 
marines, coast guard, the Administrative De-
partment of Security (DAS), and the Pros-
ecutor General’s Technical Corps of Inves-
tigators (CTI). The army, air force, navy, 
marines, coast guard, and National Police 
fall under the direction of the Minister of 
Defense. The DAS, which has broad intel-
ligence gathering, law enforcement, and in-
vestigative authority, reports directly to the 
President, but is directed by a law enforce-
ment professional. The police are charged 
formally with maintaining internal order 
and security, but in practice law enforce-
ment responsibilities often were shared with 
the army, especially in rural areas. The secu-
rity forces regularly failed to confront para-
military groups, and members of the secu-
rity forces sometimes illegally collaborated 
with paramilitary forces. The armed forces 
and the police committed numerous, serious 
violations of human rights throughout the 
year. 

Despite years of drug- and politically re-
lated violence, the economy is diverse and 
developed. However, the economy has suf-
fered a recession, and there was negative 
growth of 5 percent in 1999 for the first time 
in the country’s modern history. The Gov-
ernment has privatized many public-sector 
entities and liberalized trade and financial 
activity since 1991, and it plans further 
privatizations. Crude oil, coal, coffee, and 
cut flowers are the principal legal exports. 
Narcotics traffickers continued to control 
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large tracts of land and other assets and ex-
erted influence throughout society, the econ-
omy, and political life. The official unem-
ployment rate peaked at 20 percent, a record 
high, although it had declined to 18.1 percent 
by year’s end. Inflation at year’s end was 9.2 
percent. The Government passed an austere 
budget to address the fiscal gap, which was 
at 6 percent of gross domestic product 
(GDP), and has prepared reform proposals in 
areas such as pensions and regional finance. 
The balance of payments deficit was 4.5 per-
cent of GDP. Income distribution is highly 
skewed; much of the population lives in pov-
erty. Per capita GDP was approximately 
$2,100. 

The Government’s human rights record re-
mained poor; there was some improvement 
in several areas, and the Pastrana adminis-
tration took measures to initiate structural 
reform, but serious problems remain. Gov-
ernment forces continued to commit numer-
ous, serious abuses, including extrajudicial 
killings, at a level that was roughly similar 
to that of 1998. Despite some prosecutions 
and convictions, the authorities rarely 
brought officers of the security forces and 
the police charged with human rights of-
fenses to justice, and impunity remains a 
problem. At times the security forces col-
laborated with paramilitary groups that 
committed abuses; in some instances, indi-
vidual members of the security forces ac-
tively collaborated with members of para-
military groups by passing them through 
roadblocks, sharing intelligence, and pro-
viding them with ammunition. Paramilitary 
forces find a ready support base within the 
military and police, as well as local civilian 
elites in many areas. 

On August 12, President Pastrana signed 
into law a revised Military Penal Code, 
which includes provisions that unit com-
manders no longer may judge their subordi-
nates; that an independent judge advocate 
general corps is to be created; and that 
troops are to be protected legally if they 
refuse to carry out illegal orders to commit 
human rights abuses. However, necessary 
implementing legislation had not been 
passed at year’s end. Also on August 12, the 
Government made public the Government’s 
national human rights plan, which includes a 
provision that permits the armed forces com-
mander to remove from service summarily 
any military member whose performance in 
combating paramilitary forces he deemed 
‘‘unsatisfactory or insufficient.’’ The State 
demonstrated an increased willingness to re-
move from duty security force officers who 
failed to respect human rights, or ignored or 
were complicit in the abuses committed by 
paramilitary groups. The Government re-
moved four army general officers from serv-
ice during the year; the generals were under 
investigation for collaborating with or fail-
ing to combat paramilitary groups. A few 
other state security officers were removed 
from service or suspended during the year. 
The military judiciary demonstrated an in-
creased willingness to turn cases involving 
security force officers accused of serious 
human rights violations over to the civilian 
judiciary, as required by a 1997 Constitu-
tional Court ruling; however, concerns about 
impunity within the military judiciary re-
mained.

Police, prison guards, and military forces 
continued to torture and mistreat detainees. 
Conditions in the overcrowded prisons are 
generally harsh; however, some inmates use 
bribes or intimidation to obtain more favor-
able treatment. Arbitrary arrest and deten-
tion, as well as prolonged pretrial detention, 

are fundamental problems. The civilian judi-
ciary is inefficient, severely overburdened by 
a large case backlog, and undermined by in-
timidation and the prevailing climate of im-
punity. This situation remains at the core of 
the country’s human rights problems. The 
Superior Judicial Council (CSJ) reported in 
August that 63 percent of crimes go unre-
ported, and that 40 percent of all reported 
crimes go unpunished. The use of ‘‘faceless’’ 
prosecutors, judges, and witnesses, under 
cover of anonymity for security reasons, 
continued until June 30, in cases involving 
kidnaping, extortion, narcotics trafficking, 
terrorism, and in several hundred high-pro-
file cases involving human rights violations. 
Human rights groups accused these courts of 
violating fundamental rights of due process, 
including the right to a public trial. On June 
30, a ‘‘specialized jurisdiction’’ replaced the 
anonymous regional court system. The spe-
cialized jurisdiction prosecuted and tried 
cases of extortion, narcotics trafficking, 
money laundering, terrorism, and serious 
human rights violations, including mas-
sacres, some homicides, torture, and kid-
naping. It permitted the use of anonymous 
witnesses and prosecutor in exceptional 
cases that potentially placed their lives in 
danger. 

The authorities sometimes infringed on 
citizens’ privacy rights. Journalists prac-
tices self-censorship. There were some re-
strictions on freedom of movement. There 
were unconfirmed reports of security forces 
harassing or threatening human rights 
groups. Violence and extensive societal dis-
crimination against women, abuse of chil-
dren, and child prostitution are serious prob-
lems. Extensive societal discrimination 
against the indigenous and minorities con-
tinued. Child labor is a widespread problem. 
Trafficking in women and girls for the pur-
pose of forced prostitution is a problem. ‘‘So-
cial cleansing’’ killings of street children, 
prostitutes, homosexuals, and others deemed 
socially undesirable by paramilitary groups, 
guerrillas, and vigilante groups continued to 
be a serious problem. 

Paramilitary groups and guerrillas were 
responsible for the vast majority of political 
and extrajudicial killings during the year. 
Throughout the country, paramilitary 
groups killed, tortured, and threatened civil-
ians suspected of sympathizing with guer-
rillas in an orchestrated campaign to ter-
rorize them into fleeing their homes, thereby 
depriving guerrillas of civilian support. 
Paramilitary forces were responsible for an 
increasing number of massacres and other 
politically motivated killings. They also 
fought guerrillas for control of some lucra-
tive coca-growing regions and engaged di-
rectly in narcotics production and traf-
ficking. The AUC paramilitary umbrella or-
ganization, whose membership totaled ap-
proximately 5,000 to 7,000 armed combatants, 
exercised increasing influence during the 
year, extending its presence through vio-
lence and intimidation into areas previously 
under guerrilla control. Although some para-
military groups reflect rural residents’ de-
sire to organize solely for self-defense, others 
are vigilante organizations, and still others 
are actually the paid private armies of nar-
cotics traffickers or large landowners. Pop-
ular support for these organizations grew 
during the year, as guerrilla violence in-
creased in the face of a slowly evolving peace 
process. The army’s record in dealing with 
paramilitary groups remained mixed. In 
some locations the army on rare occasions 
attacked and captured members of such 
groups; in others it tolerated or even col-
laborated with paramilitary groups. 

The FARC and the ELN regularly attacked 
civilian populations, committed massacres 
and summary executions, and killed medical 
and religious personnel. Guerrillas were re-
sponsible for the majority of cases of forcible 
recruitment of indigenous people and of hun-
dreds of children; they also were responsible 
for the majority of kidnapings. Guerrillas 
held more than 1,000 kidnaped civilians, with 
ransom payments serving as an important 
source of revenue. Other kidnap victims were 
killed. In some places, guerrillas collected 
‘‘war taxes,’’ forced members of the citizenry 
into their ranks, forced small farmers to sow 
illicit crops, and regulated travel, commerce, 
and other activities. 

U.S. AID TO COLOMBIA, 
March 8, 2000. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We are writing as 
religious leaders in the United States to urge 
you to oppose the two-year $1.3 billion mili-
tary aid package for the ‘‘Push into South-
ern Colombia’’ proposed by President Clinton 
on January 11. This aid targeting the coca 
growing regions of southern Colombia will 
escalate the violence and undercut efforts 
for a negotiated peace settlement to Colom-
bia’s 40-year civil war. We urge you instead 
to support much-needed assistance for peace, 
human rights, justice reform, alternative de-
velopment, and humanitarian assistance to 
Colombia’s internally displaced. 

Colombia is currently the third largest re-
cipient of U.S. military assistance. Yet re-
ports from the United Nations, the U.S. De-
partment of State, independent human 
rights organizations, and Colombian judicial 
authorities point to continuing ties between 
the Colombian security forces and brutal 
paramilitary groups responsible for mas-
sacres, assassinations of community leaders 
and human rights defenders, and over 70% of 
Colombia’s human rights abuses. A report re-
leased by Human Rights Watch this month 
links half of Colombia’s 18 brigade-level 
army units to paramilitary activity. 

Colombia’s internal conflict has produced 
1.6 million internally displaced persons, 
more than in Kosovo or East Timor, and an 
increasing number of refugees fleeing to 
Panama and Venezuela. It is our fear the 
proposed aid package will draw the U.S. 
deeper into Colombia’s civil war, intensify 
the conflict, and make the U.S. complicit in 
violations of human rights. Even more dis-
turbing, the proposed aid package includes 
plans for intensive aerial fumigation that 
will displace 10,000 more people from south-
ern Colombia, forcing them off of their lands 
and deeper into the fragile rainforests, caus-
ing great human suffering and incalculable 
environment damage. 

Aerial fumigation of coca cultivation in 
Colombia has failed to reduce coca produc-
tion in Colombia or consumption in the 
United States. Between 1992 and 1998 the area 
under coca cultivation has increased from 
40,000 to 100,000 hectares despite huge in-
creases in U.S. assistance for weapons, train-
ing, and intelligence. This proposed aid 
package will only expand a failed war on 
drugs by increasing military force, while 
failing to address the complex political, eco-
nomic, and social inequalities at the root of 
Colombia’s internal conflict. 

On October 24, 1999, more than 10 million 
Colombians marched for peace. Talks be-
tween the Colombian government and the 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia 
(FARC), the largest guerrilla force, have re-
sumed. Progress is being made toward open-
ing negotiations with the National Libera-
tion Army (ELN), the second largest guer-
rilla group. We ask you to honestly assess 
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the possible negative effects on U.S. military 
aid on those peace efforts. It is our judgment 
that such aid will undermine them. We urge 
you to vote against increased U.S. military 
involvement in Colombia. 

RAQUEL RODRIGUEZ, 
Program Associate, 

Latin American and 
Caribbean Office, 
Global Ministries, 
United Church of 
Christ—Disciples of 
Christ. 

DAVID A. VARGAS, 
Executive for Latin 

America and the 
Caribbean Global 
Ministries, United 
Church of Christ—
Disciples of Christ. 

THOM WHITE WOLF 
FASSETT, 
General Secretary, 

United Methodist 
Church, General 
Board of Church 
amid Society. 

STEVEN BENNETT, 
Executive Director, 

Witness for Peace. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. They are opposed 
to this aid package for the push into 
southern Colombia, again with the 
same concern about the basic violation 
of human rights and the close connec-
tion between the armed services and 
these paramilitary terrorist organiza-
tions. 

Mr. President, I also have here a doc-
ument which is from Human Rights 
Nongovernmental Organizations and 
the Peace Movement In Colombia. 

I ask unanimous consent this be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
COLOMBIA ANSWERS PLAN COLOMBIA: A PLAN 

FOR PEACE OR A PLAN FOR WAR? 
(A Declaration From Social and Human 

Rights Nongovernmental Organizations, 
and the Peace Movement in Colombia, Bo-
gota, May 31, 2000) 
We would like express our support for 

those offers of international assistance that 
contribute to resolving the armed conflict 
through a process of political negotiation, 
and that strengthen and unite Colombian so-
ciety and the economy. We support proposals 
that include viable and integral solutions to 
the problem of drug trafficking, the design of 
a new development model agreed to by the 
people, and the strengthening of a new kind 
of democratic institutionality. 

However, Plan Colombia, presented by the 
Government of President Pastrana, has been 
developed with the same logic of political 
and social exclusion that has been one of the 
structural causes of the conflict Colombians 
have experienced since the time of our for-
mation as a Republic. 

In this same vein, because we feel it is a 
mistake, we are obligated to reject the fact 
that Plan Colombia includes, as one of its 
strategies, a military component that not 
only fails to resolve he narcotrafficking 
problem, but also endangers the efforts to 
build peace, increases illicit crop production, 
violates the Amazonic ecosystem, aggra-
vates the humanitarian and human rights 
crisis, multiplies the problem of forced dis-

placement, and worsens the social crisis with 
fiscal adjustment policies. In its social com-
ponent, the Plan is limited to attending to 
some of the tangential causes and effects of 
the conflict. 

What we are proposing is the need for a 
concerted agreement between different ac-
tors in Colombian society and the inter-
national community, one where civil society 
is the principal interlocutor, where solutions 
to the varied conflicts are found, and where 
stable and sustainable peace is constructed. 
We are ready and willing to design strate-
gies, to define forms of implementation and 
to monitor a plan that reflects these inten-
tions. 

Taking into consideration the arguments 
put forth above, we the undersigned are 
given no choice but to reject the U.S. assist-
ance for Colombia that you are considering 
at this time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will quote one 
section:

In this same vein, because we feel it is a 
mistake—

They are talking about this pack-
age—
we are obliged to reject the fact that Plan 
Colombia includes as one of its strategies, a 
military component that not only fails to re-
solve the narcotrafficking problem—

I say to the majority leader and oth-
ers, ‘‘that fails to resolve this prob-
lem,’’ but that is what we want to do, 
is resolve the problem— 
but also endangers the efforts to build peace, 
increases illicit crop production, violates the 
Amazonic ecosystem, aggravates the human-
itarian and human rights crisis, multiplies 
the problem of forced displacement, and 
worsens the social crisis with fiscal adjust-
ment policies.

It is from a variety of about 70 non-
government organizations, including 
religious organizations as well, in the 
country of Colombia. They are saying 
don’t do this. Provide the assistance; 
we need it. Let’s get it to the civic-
building organizations, get it to the po-
lice, get it to some of the interdiction 
efforts, get it to some other economic 
development efforts. But don’t put the 
money into the military for this cam-
paign, given the military’s record of 
torture, murder, and widespread viola-
tion of human rights. 

In short, continuing to pursue our 
current Colombia counterinsurgency 
policy, cloaked under the veil of 
antinarcotics efforts—that is not what 
this is about. This is not about an 
antinarcotics effort. That is not what 
the vote is about. The vote is about 
whether or not you are going to put 
money into this military anti-insur-
gency effort. It risks drawing us into a 
terrible quagmire. History has repeat-
edly shown, especially in Latin Amer-
ica—just think of Nicaragua or El Sal-
vador—that the practical effect of this 
strategy now under consideration is to 
militarize, to escalate the conflict, not 
to end it. That is, I think, the flaw in 
this package. 

The call by the administration for a 
massive increase in counternarcotics 
assistance for Colombia this year puts 

the United States at a crossroads. Do 
we back a major escalation in military 
aid to Colombia that may worsen a 
civil war that has already raged for 
decades or do we pursue a more effec-
tive policy of stabilizing Colombia by 
promoting sustainable development, 
strengthening civilian democratic in-
stitutions, and attacking the drug mar-
ket by investing in prevention and 
treatment at home—the demand side of 
the equation, right here in our own 
country? 

The decision to fund the Colombian 
Army’s push into southern Colombia is 
an enormous policy shift. It represents 
a 7-to-1 shift in funding from the Co-
lombian police to the army. General 
McCaffrey says the purpose of Plan Co-
lombia is to help the Colombian Army 
recover the southern part of the coun-
try now under guerrilla control. But 
honestly, if the purpose of this mili-
tary aid is to stop drug trafficking, 
should some of that aid not target the 
northern part of Colombia as well? 
Something strange is going on here. If 
we want to deal with the people who 
are involved in drug trafficking, then 
one would think we would also have a 
campaign in the northern part of Co-
lombia. There you have the right-wing 
death squads involved. Colombia is cur-
rently the largest recipient of U.S. se-
curity assistance. It is exceeded only 
by Israel and Egypt. Foreign aid and 
other assistance to Colombia, since 
1995, now totals $739 million. Yet the 
administration’s own estimate shows a 
140-percent increase in Colombia coca 
cultivation over the past 5 years. 

Colombia now produces 80 percent of 
the world’s cocaine. Drugs today are 
cheaper and more available than ever 
before. If the drug war was evaluated 
like most other Federal programs, I 
suspect we would have tried different 
strategies a long time ago. More weap-
ons and more soldiers have not and 
cannot defeat the source of illegal nar-
cotics. While the Colombian Govern-
ment and people merit our assistance, 
more money for guns is not the answer 
to Colombia’s troubles or our own trou-
bles with the serious use of drugs right 
here in our own country. 

Being tough on drugs is important. 
But we also need to be smart about the 
tactics we employ. No one disagrees 
that Colombia faces a difficult chal-
lenge and we should respond to Presi-
dent Pastrana’s call for help to combat 
illegal drug trafficking. I agree. Presi-
dent Pastrana has argued that U.S. 
support is necessary to ‘‘strengthen 
democratic institutions, stop the flow 
of drugs, and bring peace to the coun-
try.’’ I agree. 

I would support the army’s push into 
southern Colombia if I felt this pro-
posal would make that happen. But, in 
fact, I think a military push would 
have the exact opposite effect by weak-
ening democratic institutions and 
bringing more hardship to the Colom-
bian people. There is not anything in 
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the world we can do, by way of moni-
toring this, to make sure that this 
military—which has been so clearly 
linked to these right-wing death squads 
and terrorist organizations—will 
change its practice. 

Amnesty International, the State De-
partment report, ‘‘Human Rights 
World Watch Report’’—I could spend 
hours just reading from these reports 
on the atrocities committed by the 
military, or the atrocities committed 
by these death squads, these para-
military organizations toward which 
the military basically has turned a 
blind eye. Now we are going to provide 
the money for this military, for a mili-
tary campaign, with American advis-
ers, in the southern part of Colombia? 
That is what is problematical about 
this. 

At the same time, however, forces 
from within Colombia threaten democ-
racy. Paramilitary groups operating 
with the acquiescence or open support 
of the military—the very military we 
are going to support—account for most 
of the political violence in Colombia 
today. I need to make that point. 

Yes to interdiction, yes to going 
after drug trafficking—but understand 
that this is a country in civil war. This 
is a country with the largest internally 
displaced population, maybe in the 
world, certainly in the hemisphere. 
And this is a country where too many 
innocent civilians are murdered. This 
is a country where paramilitary 
groups, operating with the acquies-
cence or open support of the military, 
account for most of the political vio-
lence. 

Yet Colombia’s military leaders have 
not taken a firm stand or taken clear 
steps necessary to purge human rights 
abusers from their ranks. The evidence 
is clear. They have taken no steps to 
purge human rights abusers from their 
ranks. They have acquiesced to these 
human rights abuses. Sometimes they 
support these human rights abuses. 
And we are going to provide this 
money for this military with American 
advisers? 

I support the addition to this bill 
that requires conditions on assistance 
based on human rights concerns. But 
just as the Committee on Appropria-
tions noted in its committee report to 
this bill, I, too, ‘‘have grave reserva-
tions.’’ I quote from the Committee on 
Appropriations:

. . . grave reservations regarding the Ad-
ministration’s ability to effectively manage 
the use of these resources to achieve the ex-
pected results of reducing production and 
supply of cocaine while protecting human 
rights.

Human rights organizations have de-
tailed abundant and compelling evi-
dence of continuing ties between the 
Colombian Army and paramilitary 
groups responsible for gross human 
rights violations. In its annual report 
for 1999, Human Rights Watch reports:

[I]n 1999 paramilitary [groups] were consid-
ered responsible for 78 percent of the total 
number of human rights and international 
humanitarian law violations [in Colombia.]

Human Rights Watch collected this 
evidence with the help of the Colom-
bian Commission of Jurists, a highly 
respected human rights watchdog with-
in Colombia. It has also collected evi-
dence linking half of Colombia’s 18 bri-
gade-level army units to paramilitary 
activity. 

In other words, military support for 
paramilitaries remains national in 
scope and includes areas where units 
receiving or scheduled to receive U.S. 
military aid operate. This is quite un-
believable. I hope all Senators will con-
sider this seriously when they vote on 
this amendment. 

I was also given a book detailing the 
human rights situation in Colombia by 
the Twin Cities Chapter of the Colom-
bia Support Network. This organiza-
tion is working to establish a sister-
city relationship with the war-torn 
town of San Pablo in southern Colom-
bia. San Pablo is directly in the path of 
the suggested push into southern Co-
lombia. This is just one of hundreds, if 
not thousands, of heartbreaking sto-
ries:

A young woman, with a confused and al-
most hopeless air about her, answered my 
questions and spoke into my taperecorder. 
She had been forced to join a military patrol 
and walk for 13 days through the mountains, 
guiding the soldiers and carrying their knap-
sacks. Although she witnessed numerous 
cases of torture and the destruction and 
burning of humble campesino dwellings, it 
was the brutal murder of Jesus Pastrana 
which affected her the most. I myself had 
met this campesino leader on one of his vis-
its to Bogota to attend meetings of ANUC (a 
national peasants organization with strong 
support during this period). According to the 
terrible details the young woman gave me, 
Chucho, as Jesus was affectionately called, 
died a slow and agonizing death on October 
31, 1981. He was hung from a tree as psycho-
pathic soldiers cut off his ears, his fingers, 
hands, then arms and testicles and finally 
shot him 21 times.

Other colleagues have come to the 
floor to speak, and I want to make sure 
they speak. 

If this were an isolated example and 
if I did not have in hand the evidence 
from respected human rights organiza-
tions and the State Department re-
ports of blatant violation of human 
rights now of these paramilitary orga-
nizations committing so many of these 
atrocities, most of the violence, with 
the military acquiescing and some-
times linked to it and supporting it, 
with no evidence the military is taking 
any steps to purge its ranks of human 
rights abusers, I might think better of 
this dramatic change in our package, 7 
to 1 from military to police, for a cam-
paign in southern Colombia with Amer-
ican advisers, putting us in the middle 
of the civil war aligned with this mili-
tary. 

I want to have aid for Colombia. I 
want President Pastrana to have our 

support, but this effort will not be suc-
cessful. Moreover, I think, we are, on 
very treacherous ground, moving into 
this area. 

I will summarize so that other col-
leagues may speak. 

We could put this money into the de-
mand side. I am simply saying we take 
$225 million, leaving $700 million, or 
thereabouts, and we put it into the sub-
stance abuse prevention and treatment 
block grant program which basically is 
a block grant to our States. Whether or 
not we are talking about the White 
House Office of National Drug Control 
Policy or whether or not we are talk-
ing about the data that is collected in 
our States, we are talking about a situ-
ation where 50 percent of adults or 
more and 80 percent of adolescents or 
more who need treatment are receiving 
no treatment because we do not have 
the funds for the treatment programs. 

Our police chiefs tell us drug abuse is 
the most serious problem in their com-
munity. They also identify a shortage 
of treatment programs as a real limita-
tion on their ability to deal with it. 

We know from study after study—and 
I will talk more about this when I have 
more time—that money put into treat-
ment programs pays for itself over and 
over. I have dramatic statistics and 
data I will present, but the long and 
the short of it is, if we have this pack-
age and if there are questions to be 
raised about the militarization of this 
aid, putting the money into the mili-
tary for the southern campaign, a mili-
tary directly linked to human rights 
violations, with so many organizations 
in Colombia saying do not do this, it 
will lead to more violence; do not do 
this, America, you could be sucked into 
this conflict; at the same time, we 
could provide a significant package 
into building democratic institutions 
for economic aid, $700 million, and we 
could take a tiny portion of it and deal 
with the demand side for drugs in our 
own country, which is also critically 
important, and get the funding to the 
community level that would help us 
provide some treatment for people, 
that is a win-win situation. 

I hope this amendment will receive 
strong support from my colleagues. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3518 
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for 

the substance abuse and mental health 
services)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
send the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself and Mrs. BOXER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 3518.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows:
On page 143, line 9, insert before the period 

the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That, sub-
ject to the 2 preceding provisos, of the funds 
appropriated for military purposes under 
this heading for the ‘Push into Southern Co-
lombia’, $225,000,000 shall be made available 
to the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration for carrying out 
subpart II of part B of title XIX of the Public 
Health Services Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-21 et 
seq.): Provided further, That amounts made 
available under the preceding proviso are 
hereby designated by the Congress to be 
emergency requirements pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985: Pro-
vided further, That such amounts shall be 
made available only after submission to the 
Congress of a formal budget request by the 
President that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in such Act’’. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 26 minutes and has 64 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
I sent this amendment on behalf of 

myself and Senator BOXER. I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise in 
reluctant opposition to this amend-
ment that has been offered by my 
friend and colleague from Minnesota. I 
commend him for his commitment to 
drug use reduction. He and I serve on 
the Senate Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions Committee. We have 
worked on a number of bills having to 
do with this very topic, including the 
Safe and Drug Free Schools Program. 

Ultimately, however, this amend-
ment is, I am afraid, attempting to re-
allocate resources from one part of our 
antidrug strategy to another. The 
amendment raises important questions 
about the effectiveness of our entire 
strategy and opens, I believe, an impor-
tant and necessary discussion about 
our drug control policy in this country. 

The sad fact is that since almost the 
beginning of the last decade, our anti-
drug strategy has not worked. More 
children are abusing drugs, and with an 
abundant supply, drug traffickers are 
seeking to increase their sales by tar-
geting children ages 10, 11, 12, and 13. 
This is certainly an assault on the fu-
ture of our children, an assault on our 
families, and an assault on the future 
of our country. This is nothing less 
than a threat to our national values 
and, yes, a threat to our national secu-
rity. 

All of this, though, begs the question: 
What are we doing wrong? Clearly, 
there is not one simple answer. How-
ever, in 1998, a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators—myself; the Senator from Geor-
gia, Mr. COVERDELL; the Senator from 
Florida, Mr. GRAHAM; the Senator from 
Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY; and the Senator 
from California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN—

worked together to deal with this prob-
lem. We came to the conclusion that 
our overall drug strategy simply was 
no longer balanced. I want to talk 
about this because I am afraid what my 
colleague is doing is not helpful as we 
attempt to balance our antidrug strat-
egy. 

We have been working together since 
1998 to restore that balance. The emer-
gency assistance antidrug package for 
Colombia contained in this bill is part 
of that effort to restore this balance, 
but even with this, we still have a long 
way to go. 

The fact is, to be effective, our na-
tional drug strategy must have a 
strong commitment in three different 
areas: No. 1 is demand reduction which 
consists of prevention, treatment, and 
education. The Federal Government in 
this area shares responsibility to re-
duce that demand, along with State 
and local governments, local commu-
nity groups, nonprofit organizations, 
and families. 

When you are dealing with education, 
when you are dealing with treatment, 
you are dealing with something that is 
a shared responsibility between the 
Federal Government and the local 
communities. 

The second component is domestic 
law enforcement. Again, in this area, it 
is a shared responsibility among the 
Federal Government, the local commu-
nities, and the States. Again, the Fed-
eral Government has a shared responsi-
bility to use law enforcement re-
sources, along with the State and local 
governments, to detect and dismantle 
drug trafficking operations within our 
borders. 

We witnessed a successful return on 
that investment last week on what was 
called Operation Tar Pit, when the Jus-
tice Department announced it had 
worked with State and local law en-
forcement agencies in 12 cities, includ-
ing 2 in the State of Ohio, to dismantle 
a major Mexican heroin trafficking or-
ganization. They did a great job, in a 
coordinated effort. 

The third component in any success-
ful antidrug strategy is international 
eradication and international interdic-
tion. This is the sole responsibility of 
the Federal Government. States can’t 
help. Local communities can’t help. We 
are the only ones who can do this. I am 
afraid my colleague’s amendment 
strikes directly at our attempt to do 
this. 

Like our national defense and immi-
gration policies, only the Federal Gov-
ernment has the authority, only the 
Federal Government has the responsi-
bility to keep drugs from ever crossing 
our borders. If we do not do it, no one 
else will. No one else can. The buck 
stops in this Chamber. 

These three components are all inter-
dependent. We need to have them all. A 
strong investment in each is necessary 
for them to work individually and to 
work collectively. 

For example, a strong effort to de-
stroy or seize drugs at the source or 
outside the United States both reduces 
the amount of drugs in the country and 
drives up the street price. As we all 
know, higher prices do in fact reduce 
consumption. This, in turn, helps our 
domestic law enforcement and demand-
reduction efforts. 

As any football fan knows, a winning 
team is one that plays well at all three 
phases of the sport: Offense, defense, 
and the special teams. The same is true 
with our antidrug strategy. All three 
components have to be supported if our 
strategy is to be a winning one. 

While I think the current administra-
tion has shown a clear commitment to 
demand-reduction and domestic law 
enforcement programs, the same, 
sadly, cannot be said for our inter-
national eradication and interdiction 
components. This was not always the 
case. 

I think these charts I have will show 
how our commitment has changed. 

In 1987, a $4.79 billion Federal drug 
control budget was divided as follows: 
29 percent for demand-reduction pro-
grams, 38 percent for domestic law en-
forcement, and 33 percent—one-third—
for international eradication and inter-
diction efforts. This is the way it 
should be. This is a balanced program. 
This is what we had in 1987. 

Now we fast forward to 1995, and you 
will see that this balance goes out of 
whack. We no longer had that balance. 
We no longer had that balance today. 

The balanced approach worked. It 
achieved real success. Limiting drug 
availability through interdiction drove 
up the street price of drugs, reduced 
drug purity levels, and as a result re-
duced overall drug use. 

From 1988 to 1991, total drug use de-
clined by 13 percent, cocaine use 
dropped by 35 percent, and overall drug 
use by American adolescents dropped 
by 25 percent—results. We began to see 
results. 

This balanced approach, however, 
ended in 1993. By 1995, the $13.3 billion 
national drug control budget was di-
vided as follows: 35 percent for demand 
reduction, 53 percent for domestic law 
enforcement, but only 12 percent for 
international interdiction efforts. 
International interdiction efforts have 
gone down to 12 percent from 33 per-
cent. 

Though the overall antidrug budget 
increased almost threefold from 1987 to 
1995, the percentage allocated for inter-
national eradication and interdiction 
efforts decreased dramatically. This 
disruption only recently has started to 
change. 

We have put together, on the floor of 
the Senate and in the House of Rep-
resentatives, a bipartisan group—a bi-
partisan group of Senators—who have 
said: We cannot have this imbalance. 
We must begin to restore the balance 
we had a few years ago in 1987. We have 
to do it. 
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Let me go forward, if I may, to this 

current budget year, the budget year 
2000. In the budget year 2000, 34 percent 
has been allocated for demand reduc-
tion, 51 percent for domestic law en-
forcement, and 14.4 percent for inter-
national interdiction efforts. 

We are slowly moving in the right di-
rection. Even in this year’s budget we 
have a long way to go, with only 14.4 
percent for international interdiction 
efforts. We have more work to do, more 
work, such as the assistance package 
for the Colombians that we are debat-
ing on the floor today. But we are 
starting to see some modest progress. 

But what really matters is what 
these numbers get you, what they buy 
us as a country, what they buy in 
terms of resources. The hard truth is 
that our drug interdiction presence—
the ships, the air, and the manpower 
dedicated to keeping drugs from reach-
ing our country—has eroded dramati-
cally over the course of the last decade. 
We are just now starting to restore 
those valuable resources. 

In fact, with the modest improve-
ments we have made in our inter-
national drug fighting capability, we 
have seen progress. In 1999, for exam-
ple, the U.S. Coast Guard seized 57 tons 
of cocaine with a street value of $4 bil-
lion. By the way, that is more than the 
total operational costs of the Coast 
Guard. These operations demonstrate 
we can make a big difference, a very 
big difference, if we provide the right 
levels of material and the right levels 
of manpower to fight drug trafficking. 
It worked before. It can work again. 

The emergency assistance package 
we are talking about today, along with 
investments included in the Senate-
passed military construction appro-
priations bill, is designed to build on 
that success. The amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota, while it is 
very well intentioned, simply, effec-
tively robs Peter to pay Paul just as 
Paul is getting back on his feet again. 
Just look at the example I mentioned 
earlier. 

Through my visits to the Caribbean, 
Colombia, and Peru in the last several 
years, I have seen firsthand the dra-
matic decline in our eradication and 
interdiction capability. The results of 
this decline have been a decline in co-
caine seizures, a decline in the price of 
cocaine, and an increase in drug use in 
the United States. 

We have to turn this around. This is 
why we need emergency assistance to 
Colombia. We need to dedicate more re-
sources for international efforts to help 
reverse this trend. We have to restore 
the balance. 

I want to make it very clear, as I 
have time and time again, that I 
strongly support our continued com-
mitment to demand reduction and to 
law enforcement programs in the 
United States. No one is a stronger 
supporter of these. It has to be a bal-

anced program where we have money 
for treatment, where we have money 
for education, where we have money 
for domestic interdiction and law en-
forcement. 

My concern is not that this amend-
ment is not well intentioned, not that 
we should not be putting more re-
sources in this area. My concern is 
what this does to the other side of the 
component, and that is international 
drug interdiction. 

Let me make it clear. We do need 
this balanced program. I believe that 
reducing demand is the only real way 
to permanently end illegal drug use. 
However, this is not going to happen 
overnight. That is why we need a com-
prehensive counterdrug strategy that 
addresses all components of this prob-
lem. 

Let me say again, if the United 
States does not make an effort to stop 
drugs before they reach our borders, no 
one else will. It is the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility. I remind my col-
leagues that our antidrug efforts here 
at home are done in cooperation with a 
vast number of public and private in-
terests. Only the Federal Government 
has the ability and the responsibility 
to help deal with the problem at the 
source level overseas. Only the Federal 
Government has the ability to stop 
drugs in the transit routes. This is our 
responsibility; the buck stops with us. 

It is not only an issue of responsi-
bility. It also is an issue of leadership. 
The United States has to demonstrate 
leadership on an international level, 
especially in our own hemisphere, if we 
expect to get the full cooperation of 
source countries where the drugs origi-
nate, countries such as Colombia, Peru, 
Bolivia, as well as countries in the 
transit zones, including Mexico and 
Haiti. 

In conclusion, ultimately what we 
are striving for is a balanced, effective 
antidrug strategy. I agree with the 
Senator from Minnesota; we can and 
should do more to reduce demand but 
not at the expense of our sole responsi-
bility to stop drugs abroad. That would 
not result in the balanced approach we 
are looking for today. That is what we 
need to aim for, balance and effective-
ness. It worked before; I believe it can 
work again. 

If my colleague from Kentucky will 
indulge me, I will respond to a couple 
comments that have been made by my 
colleague from Minnesota. This bill is 
full of human rights, if I may say it 
that way. It is full of attempts by the 
U.S. Government to condition the 
money we send to Colombia and the 
money that will be spent in the anti-
drug effort. We have doubled the 
money for human rights monitoring. 
We have established conditions before 
the money can be released, including 
the fact that human rights violations 
must be prosecuted in civilian courts 
pursuant to Colombia law; troops will 
be vetted for abuse. 

Ultimately, the question my col-
league from Minnesota is raising is a 
fundamental question: Will we back 
away from our responsibilities in this 
hemisphere—our responsibility to a fel-
low democracy, our responsibility to 
our own citizens to protect us from 
drugs coming from Colombia into the 
United States? Will we back away from 
that, wash our hands of it and say we 
don’t want to get involved in this, or 
will we become involved only in the 
sense that we condition the money 
that we send to Colombia on very 
tough conditions, great respect for 
human rights, and see what we can do 
in that arena? 

I think we are better off staying. We 
can have more impact; we can have 
more influence; and it is the right 
thing to do. It is in our national inter-
est. With this bill, my colleague from 
Kentucky brings to the floor a bal-
anced approach, a logical approach, an 
approach that is very concerned about 
human rights, a bill that is concerned 
about our obligations to ourselves and 
our obligations in this hemisphere. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio for his important contribution to 
this debate. He is a real expert on the 
drug war. He has demonstrated that ex-
pertise over the 5 years he has been 
here. I thank him for his important 
contribution. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has 271⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 
AMENDMENT NOS. 3476, 3164, AND 3514, RECALLED 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, in 

the package of amendments submitted 
earlier today, three amendments cur-
rently filed at the desk were included. 
I ask unanimous consent that amend-
ment Nos. 3476, 3164, and 3514 be re-
called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois is here and wish-
es to speak, as well as the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware. I have 
27 minutes remaining. How much does 
my friend from Illinois desire; 10 min-
utes? I yield to the Senator from Illi-
nois 10 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
since there are a lot of Senators here 
on the other side, I will take 2 minutes 
to respond to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. As long as it is on 
the time of the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased 
for it to be on my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to the Sen-
ator from Ohio, this effort to deal with 
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the demand side and to get some sub-
stance abuse prevention and treatment 
moneys to our States and our commu-
nities, I have no doubt the Senator 
from Ohio is very committed to that. I 
look forward to working with him on 
this because, frankly, I think it is a 
scandal. We have so much evidence—
Bill Moyers, the impressive journalist, 
has done such fine work on this—that 
we can treat this addiction, that we 
can make a huge difference. Senator 
MOYNIHAN has spoken with such elo-
quence about the whole history of our 
efforts to constantly try to militarize 
and go for interdiction and not deal 
with the demand side. It is a com-
pletely one-sided proposition. I look 
forward to enlisting the support of my 
colleague from Ohio on this question. I 
know he will be there. 

I will wait to respond to other Sen-
ators. I know Senator DURBIN is going 
to speak and Senator BIDEN. As I listen 
to my colleagues, what I am hearing—
and I think we should be explicit about 
this—is that this is not just a question 
of a kind of war on narcotics. Other-
wise, we would be doing more on the 
demand side. This is a question of basi-
cally saying that we can’t just focus on 
the police. We can’t just provide help 
to the government for police action 
and building democratic institutions 
and economic development and every 
other kind of assistance possible. We 
have to directly provide the money for 
the military to basically conduct their 
anti-insurgency campaign in the south-
ern part of Colombia with American 
advisers and support. I believe that 
means we are taking sides. If we are 
taking sides and we are now in the 
middle of this war, so be it. That is 
what I am hearing on the floor. I want-
ed to comment on that. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator 

from Kentucky for yielding. 
Sunday afternoon, 3 days ago, I was 

in southern Colombia in a Blackhawk 
helicopter. We spent an hour going 
over the treetops of a jungle and look-
ing down. A general from the Colom-
bian army was pointing out to me the 
fields of coca plants, the plant that ul-
timately produces cocaine. After a few 
minutes, I told him he could stop be-
cause we could literally see them in 
every direction. I am talking about 600 
square miles of coca plants growing a 
product which has one use: to create an 
addictive narcotic. Where will it be 
sold? Right here, most of it in the 
United States. 

I think we all know the devastation 
it wreaks on this country. The likeli-
hood that one will be robbed or mur-
dered is usually connected to narcotics. 
The safety of American homes, neigh-
borhoods, and communities is usually 
connected to narcotics. The prisons of 
America are bursting at the seams pri-

marily because of narcotics. Eighty 
percent of the cocaine consumed in the 
United States comes from one country: 
Colombia. That is a reality; that is a 
fact. 

The Senator from Minnesota is one of 
my favorite colleagues. I say this in all 
sincerity. Thank God PAUL WELLSTONE 
is in the Senate. He stands for principle 
on so many issues and reminds all of us 
of the issues of conscience which 
should be part of every debate. 

I am honored so many times to stand 
as his ally. This is one of the rare occa-
sions when I am on the opposite side 
and will oppose his amendment. As 
some would like to construct it, this 
amendment is a Faustian choice, an 
impossible dilemma. Should we allow 
drugs into the United States? Certainly 
not. Should we support a Colombian 
military that has a record of human 
rights abuse? Well, certainly not. But 
we have to make a choice here. 

The Clinton administration has come 
forward, working with the President of 
Colombia, and said we think we can 
find a way to reform the military and 
we can also reduce the narcotics com-
ing into the United States. 

I might add that I salute Senator 
MCCONNELL and Senator LEAHY for this 
fine bill they have brought to us. They 
went further than the administration. 
Please read the section on Plan Colom-
bia, and you will see page after page of 
efforts by Democrats and Republicans 
here to address the very real human 
rights concerns raised by Senator 
WELLSTONE of Minnesota. 

Time and again, they come forward 
and say we are going to do more and 
make certain, as best we can, that be-
fore money comes from our Treasury 
down to Colombia to eradicate nar-
cotics, the people receiving the money 
are not going to collaborate with the 
narcotraffickers who are guilty of 
things that have been proven in the 
past. 

I salute the committee. For friends of 
mine in the human rights community 
in the United States, I hope they will 
read what has been done here by Sen-
ators LEAHY and MCCONNELL. It is very 
positive. 

Imagine, for 40 years Colombia has 
been involved in what has been called a 
civil war or an internal conflict. What 
does that mean? Forty years ago, 
groups on the left who were inspired ei-
ther by Moscow, or Beijing, or what-
ever, came to the front and said, we are 
going to push for reform in this coun-
try so that the poor people of Colombia 
have a better chance. That sort of revo-
lution was taking place all over Cen-
tral and South America. 

But things changed over 40 years. 
What started off as a leftist-inspired, 
popular uprising to improve life for the 
poor people in Colombia quickly be-
came subsumed and taken over by the 
narcotics trade. The World Bank esti-
mates that there is a billion dollars in 

money coming into Colombia to sus-
tain the narcotics trade. That money is 
going to the leftist guerrillas and the 
right-wing group, the terrorist 
paramilitaries. They all use the same 
tactics. They don’t go into villages and 
beg for soldiers; they stick a gun to 
their heads and say, ‘‘You are now part 
of our paramilitary group.’’ They en-
slave them. If they don’t cooperate, 
they kill them. And they are involved 
in kidnapping. 

The President of that country has 
been kidnapped. His father-in-law was 
kidnapped and murdered. When we met 
Saturday morning, the Defense Min-
ister said his brother was kidnapped. 
Everybody there told stories about kid-
napped people. If you think this is a 
typical civil war where the left is mov-
ing for poor people and the government 
is against it, it doesn’t fit the descrip-
tion. When we sat down with the 
human rights groups, they said the 
guerrillas on the left and the 
paramilitaries on the right are just as 
guilty of human rights abuses in this 
country as any other group. No ques-
tion about it. 

There are very few good guys in this 
story. But from the U.S. point of view, 
I think the President is right, and I 
think this bill is right to say we cannot 
stand idly by and let these drugs flood 
into the United States with all of the 
negative consequences. 

I totally support Senator 
WELLSTONE’s premise that if we just 
stop the supply of drugs coming into 
the United States, that is not enough; 
we have to deal with the demand side 
of it. America is a great consumer of 
narcotics. That is why those plants are 
being grown thousands of miles away. 
When Senators WELLSTONE and DEWINE 
come to the floor and say put more 
money into drug prevention and rehab 
in the United States, they are right. 
But it is not an either/or situation; we 
need both. 

This bill addresses reducing and 
eliminating the supply of narcotics 
coming into the United States. Senator 
WELLSTONE believes the military in Co-
lombia has a record of human rights 
abuses, and he is right. The State De-
partment stands behind that. This bill 
addresses that and says, we will bird-
dog you every step of the way, demand 
reforms in the Colombian society, and 
we will demand that you not be en-
gaged in human rights abuses to be 
part of this partnership to reduce nar-
cotics in Colombia. 

I might also add, to suggest we will 
give money to the police and not to the 
army really doesn’t tell the whole 
story. They are together in Colombia. 
The national police and the army are 
together. When I sat down with the 
Minister of Defense, I sat across the 
table from General Gilibert, who is 
head of the police, and General Tapias, 
head of the army. They work together. 
We want to use helicopters to secure 
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areas where we can send down planes 
to spray with Roundup these coca 
plants and kill them, so that coca is 
not turned into paste and white powder 
and sold on the streets of Washington, 
DC, and Chicago, IL, addicting people 
and sending them to prison after com-
mitting crimes. That is a good thing to 
do. I support the administration in 
their efforts to achieve that. 

It is true that Senator WELLSTONE 
says we may be taking sides. I hope we 
are taking sides against narcotics and 
saying to the leftist guerrillas and 
right-wing paramilitaries: We have no 
use for either one of you. 

As said to me by the President of Co-
lombia, ‘‘They are both our enemies. 
We have to deal with both of them.’’ 
We should view it that way. As I met 
with the Army and Marine Corps per-
sonnel from the United States advising 
these troops in Tres Esquinas, a remote 
location in the Putumayo Province, it 
is clear that these men in the Colom-
bian Army were prepared to put their 
lives on the line to stop the 
narcotrafficking that ultimately will 
corrupt and kill so many Americans. I 
think we have to stand behind them. 
We have no other choice. To step back 
and say we will do nothing now is un-
acceptable. 

This bill makes it clear that we have 
not forgotten the poorest people in Co-
lombia. I commend again the sub-
committee for saying that additional 
assistance is given to the Agency for 
International Development, so that 
once that coca planter in Colombia has 
his crop sprayed, we can give him an 
alternative, find some other agri-
culture in which he can be involved. 
That is the humanitarian and sensible 
way to approach this. This bill does 
that; it tries to make sure some alter-
native, legal agriculture is available to 
the people there. 

Is it worth a billion dollars to Amer-
ica to send this money to Colombia? I 
will use my State as an illustration. In 
1987, we had 500 people in Illinois pris-
ons for the possession of a thimbleful 
of cocaine. Today, we have 9,000 pris-
oners in Illinois for the possession of a 
thimbleful of cocaine. It costs us about 
$30,000 per prisoner a year. The tax-
payers of Illinois are spending $270 mil-
lion a year and the story can be re-
peated in every other State. That is 
$270 million a year in Illinois because 
of what is growing in Putumayo Prov-
ince in Colombia. 

I think we have to have a coordi-
nated effort of interdiction and stop it 
at its source, to do everything in our 
power not to let these drugs come into 
the country. Then we can deal with the 
demand side of it and see that drug 
rehab is available—a sensible and a 
balanced approach. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota want to respond? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is right, yes. 
I will just be a few minutes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. All right. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-

league for his courtesy. I know Senator 
BIDEN wants to speak. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator BOXER be allowed to speak after 
Senator BIDEN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, since we 
are setting a lineup here, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator COVERDELL 
from Georgia come after Senator 
BOXER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from Illinois for his very gra-
cious remarks. A lot of times there is 
unnecessary flattery on the floor that 
may not seem sincere. I appreciate 
what he said. At the personal level, I 
thank him. 

I was thinking about what my col-
league from Illinois said. I want to 
raise a couple of quick questions as 
long as we are having this debate. 

First of all, in terms of the explosion 
of the number of men and women in-
carcerated, I couldn’t agree more. 

This legislation, which is all about 
how to deal with the drug problem and 
is being billed as legislation that deals 
with trafficking of narcotics and trying 
to protect people in our own country, 
is very one sided. I am trying to take 
a portion of it and say let’s deal with 
the demand side in our country. 

Soon in this debate I will lay out all 
of the studies that have come out. It is 
a real scandal. 

In the State of Illinois and my State 
of Minnesota, the big part of the prob-
lem is that people are not getting 
treatment. I am simply saying: Can’t 
we take a portion of this legislation, 
which is all about trying to protect our 
citizens and trying to deal with this 
drug trafficking, and deal with the de-
mand side? There is no real disagree-
ment. I think most people in our coun-
try would say: Why don’t we put money 
in the demand side and treating people 
right here? 

My second point is that President 
Pastrana has made his own judgment 
about what he needs to do. I have tre-
mendous respect for the President, but 
I think we also need to make our own 
judgment. In all due respect, again if 
we are talking about moving from po-
lice to military in a pretty dramatic 
way, and talking about putting our-
selves right in the middle of this con-
flict, let’s understand that we should 
be having a policy debate about our 
taking sides in this civil war. 

I couldn’t agree more about the left 
or the right. You have an unbelievable 
number of atrocities and murder being 
committed by both sides. There is no 
question about it. The question is 

whether or not we have now decided we 
are going to be there with aid and our 
people supporting the military in this 
counterinsurgency effort. Are we going 
to take sides in this military conflict? 

I hear my colleague from Delaware 
say yes. I always respect his directness. 
But I think that is really what the de-
bate is about. I think probably all of us 
need to understand, since some who 
have come to the floor have said they 
are against this amendment, if they 
are for the war against drugs, this is 
not a debate about only a war on drugs, 
obviously from what colleagues have 
said. We have been down this road be-
fore. Now we are going to say we have 
decided that we have to support the 
southern Colombia military, and we 
are going to put the money into this 
military effort. If we are going to have 
Americans there supporting it, we are 
taking sides. OK. As long as that is 
clear. 

Third, my colleague from Illinois 
said that the police and the military 
are in this together, and that they 
work together. I do not know. Again, I 
didn’t have a chance to visit Colombia. 
But I do know, at least from sort of the 
one time I was in Latin America and in 
my own study, that I always saw in 
these countries a great difference be-
tween the police and the military. You 
see the police. They are low-level guys 
who do their job. The military are the 
‘‘Rambos.’’ There is a difference in the 
groups. They are an entirely different 
group of people and entirely different 
people. 

In all due respect, the evidence we 
have right now by one human rights or-
ganization after another after another 
after another, much less the State De-
partment report, is that about 70 per-
cent of the violence has been com-
mitted thus far by paramilitary groups 
to which the military quite often is 
linked. We haven’t been able to vet 
that. All of a sudden, we are going to 
be able to vet it, monitor it. We are 
going to be able to control it. I think 
that is a dubious proposition. 

I think by militarizing this aid pack-
age we make a big mistake. I think we 
could support this amendment which 
permits extensive assistance to Colom-
bia while safeguarding U.S. interests 
and avoid entanglement in a decades-
old civil conflict and partnership with 
an army that is implicated in human 
rights abuses. Moreover, I think we 
could take some of the resources and 
put them where they could do the most 
good, which would be providing drug 
treatment programs at home. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Kentucky able to yield 
time to me? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has used 28 minutes, and he has 17 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. How much time 
does the Senator from Delaware need? 

Mr. BIDEN. I understand the Sen-
ator’s dilemma. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 10 minutes on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware 12 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator. I 
thank the Senator from Minnesota, 
knowing he was about to give me time, 
which is his nature. I appreciate that. 

Mr. President, my mom had an ex-
pression. Occasionally, when I was a 
kid, I think she had a good idea and 
was well intentioned. She would say, 
‘‘JOEY, the road to Hell is paved with 
good intentions.’’ 

I have no doubt about the intentions 
of my friend from Minnesota. I know 
he knows that as the author of the 
drug czar legislation for the past, I 
guess it is about 14 years, I have issued 
every year a drug report or an alter-
nate drug report laying out a drug 
strategy for the United States, usually 
as a counterbalance on the Republican 
administration and criticism or one of 
agreement with the administration. 

This debate reminds me a little bit of 
the position in which Democrats have 
always been put. The Democrats get 
put in a position where we are told 
there is a dollar left and it can be dis-
tributed among the hearing impaired, 
the sight impaired, and those children 
needing emergency medical care. So we 
have to choose. We have the blind 
fighting the disabled fighting the hear-
ing impaired. Instead of saying we can 
choose between building a highway and 
taking care of all the needs of those in 
desperate need, or we cannot build a 
submarine, or an air base, whatever, we 
are debating about whether or not we 
can walk and chew gum at the same 
time. 

There is no disagreement. I have, as 
well as my colleagues, pushed—pushed 
in the early days when I was chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee—for major 
increases in treatment. I have issued a 
total of seven major reports on treat-
ment, its value, its efficacy, and why 
we should be doing more. 

I take a backseat to no one in argu-
ing that we do not give enough treat-
ment here in this drug war. 

I point out that the President’s budg-
et, unrelated to the Colombian aid 
package, has $6 billion in it for drug 
treatment and drug prevention. That 
total includes $300 million in funding 
increases in this area. We don’t have to 
take away from the money that, in 
fact, would have a significant impact 
on the reduction of product here. That 
is the bad news. 

The good news is that, as we have de-
bated the Andean drug policy for the 

past 12 years, we used to have to deal 
with the idea that Colombia was a 
transiting country as well as a country 
that turned raw product into the mate-
rials sold, and the laboratory work and 
product used to be produced in Bolivia 
and Peru. 

The good news is, because of eradi-
cation programs, because of U.N. lead-
ership, I might add in this area, essen-
tially there has been an elimination of 
the crop in those two countries. 

The bad news is that it has all moved 
into Colombia. They now are a full-
service operation. The product is there, 
the narcotraffickers are there, the lab-
oratory laboratories are there, and the 
transiting is there. That is the bad 
news. 

The good news is it is all in one spot 
for us to be able to hit it. It is all in 
one spot for us to have a very effica-
cious use of this money. 

I spent days in Colombia. I spent 2 
days, 24 hours a day, with the Presi-
dent of Colombia. I ended up actually 
going with him on his Easter vacation 
by accident to his summer residence. 
This is a guy, as my friend from Illi-
nois points out, that is the real deal. 

For the first time, we have a Presi-
dent who understands that his democ-
racy is at stake. He is willing to risk 
his life—not figuratively, literally. I 
went to dinner with he and his chil-
dren. He has seven bodyguards around 
his children because of the death 
threats. This is a guy who is risking his 
life. He is willing to do it because he 
understands what is at stake for his 
country, unlike previous Presidents. 

The next point is, we are making this 
distinction between police and mili-
tary. With all due respect to my friend 
from Minnesota, historically the thugs 
in South America have been the police. 
Police are not like police here. There is 
a national police; we have no national 
police. The Federales in Mexico were 
police, not army. Often the police in 
South America are the biggest abusers 
of human rights. 

What did we do? We gave the Colom-
bian National Police aid, $750 million 
in aid. What did we say? Purge this po-
lice department, purge the national po-
lice, and they did. And guess what. If I 
stood on this floor 5 years ago and said 
the Colombian police are going to 
crack the Medellin and Cali Cartel, no 
one would have said that is possible. 
No one. 

Guess what. They cracked the 
Medellin Cartel. They cracked the Cali 
Cartel. They put them in jail. They are 
extraditing the police. Why? Because 
we trained their police; they purged 
4,000 of them. 

Where are we on military? I met here 
with every major human rights group 
from Colombia, including the bishops 
who came up. When we push them to 
the wall and say to them: By the way, 
you want us out? 

No, no, no, no, no, no, don’t do that. 
Don’t do that. You have to stay in. You 

have to be involved. We don’t like the 
balance the way you have it here. 

I say: Fine. No problem. 
Tell me, bishop, you want us in or 

you want us out? 
Stay. Stay. 
Now, civil war. There is no civil war. 

We are so caught up in the old logic of 
how we deal with things. There is no 
civil war. Less than 5 percent of the 
people of Colombia support the guer-
rillas. Every other guerrilla movement, 
every other civil war, you go into the 
village to recruit people. They go in, as 
my friend Illinois said, to shoot people. 
There is no popular sentiment at all. 
This is not a civil war. 

With regard to the paramilitaries, I 
called President Pastrana a few weeks 
ago. I said, a lot of the criticism of the 
plan is you have to be sure that you are 
only focusing on the FARC and the 
ELN and only focusing on the guer-
rillas. What about the paramilitaries? I 
said, I want a letter guaranteeing that 
you will, in fact, move on the para-
military simultaneously. You must 
change. 

He changed it. Here is the letter. I 
ask unanimous consent the letter be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

SANTEFÉ DE BOGOTÁ, May 8, 2000. 
Senator JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on For-

eign Relations, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR JOE: Thank you again for your visit 

to Colombia and your support of my country. 
I greatly enjoyed our discussions and valued 
your insights. 

I would like to take this opportunity to re-
iterate, as I did personally during your visit 
here, the commitment of my government to 
attack drug trafficking and cultivation in all 
parts of the country and not only in the 
south, no matter what individual or organi-
zation may be promoting them. 

This policy has been in effect since the be-
ginning of my administration, generating 
very important results. In 1999, 51,415 hec-
tares of coca and poppy were sprayed, 31 tons 
of coca and 691 kilos of heroin were seized, 
and 166 labs and 44 airfields were destroyed. 
Just this past weekend, in an extraordinarily 
successful operation in Norte de Santander 
on the border with Venezuela, we were able 
to destroy 44 laboratories and capture 20 per-
sons, in an area linked to illegal auto-de-
fense organizations, but where guerrilla 
groups and organized drug traffickers also 
operate. 

Plan Colombia is an integral plan for peace 
designed, among other goals, to eradicate 
drug cultivation and to address the social 
problems created by the violence associated 
with drug trafficking in all the producing re-
gions with an emphasis on the areas where 
there is the greatest cultivation and/or a 
marked increase in cultivation in the recent 
past—areas close to the Ecuadorian border in 
the south and to the Venezuelan border in 
the north. Our priorities and the sequence of 
eradication will depend on the resources 
available to us, but you are correct in stat-
ing the principle that we want to dem-
onstrate that no trafficking organization is 
immune. 

Indeed, as you may know the initial effort 
of the plan marks combined police, military, 
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civilian operations in the Department of 
Putumayo in the south where not only FARC 
but also auto-defense organizations are 
present. In that regard, the coordinated ef-
fort at drug eradication alternative develop-
ment, support for the internally displaced, 
human rights protection, democratic govern-
ance, judicial reform and promotion of the 
rule of law will work to diminish drug-traf-
ficking and violence in this fragile amazon 
region. We enjoyed your visit and hope to 
have you again as our guest. Your interest 
and that of your government in my nation’s 
future strengthens our commitment and 
gives us crucial international support. 

Sincerely, 
ANDRÉS PASTRANA ARANGO, 

President of Colombia.

Mr. BIDEN. When I said, do we take 
sides? The answer is, yes, we take 
sides. We are not putting anybody in 
the field. What are we doing? We are 
training three battalions. Why are we 
training them? For the same reason we 
train the police. We want to open up 
the eyes of the Colombian military, 
who in recent years have been accused 
of fewer human rights abuses. They 
have been accused of turning their 
heads. They hear the paramilitary 
coming, they lift the gate, the para-
military comes through, the para-
military terminates people, and they 
go back out. 

Then they ask, what happened? 
That is what they are doing. 
Plan Colombia does not only involve 

U.S. participation. This is a $7.5 billion 
plan. The Colombians are coming up 
with $4 billion; the Europeans, about $1 
billion and the international financial 
institutions about $1 billion. If we take 
out our piece, it all falls apart. We are 
not the only game in town. But we are 
the catalyst. What will happen? The 
whole world is going to be looking to 
the Colombian military, from Japan to 
Bonn, because they are all in the deal. 
They are all in the deal. If you want to 
clean up anybody, anything, any insti-
tution, listen to the dictates of a 
former Supreme Court Justice: The 
best disinfectant is the clear light of 
day. 

There will be a worldwide spotlight 
shined upon this military. I have never 
personally testified on the floor that I 
have faith in an individual leader, but 
I have faith in President Pastrana. He 
is the real deal. What is at stake is 
whether or not Colombia becomes a 
narcostate or not. This is not in be-
tween. Keep in mind, folks, when the 
Supreme Courts of Colombia several 
years ago extradited some, they blew 
the Court up; they blew the building up 
and killed seven Justices. When a Pres-
idential candidate took them on, they 
shot him dead. 

This is the real stuff. It is not like a 
Member of this body. The worst thing 
that happens to us is we get a drive-by 
shooting politically and we lose office. 
There, you jump in the sucker and you 
lose your life. This is for real. These 
are courageous people who finally have 
said: We will take them on. 

I am convinced—knowing the chair-
man, and my friend from Kentucky is a 
hard-nosed guy—he made a judgment 
whether these guys are real. He is not 
about to give $1 billion to anybody. 

My colleagues, it is very basic. There 
is a lot at stake. We have a significant 
increase in funding for treatment and 
prevention. It should be more. But we 
have an obligation, in the interests of 
our children and the interests of the 
hemisphere, to keep the oldest democ-
racy in place, to give them a fighting 
chance to keep from becoming a 
narcostate. Folks, if they lose, mark 
my words, we are going to reap the 
whirlwind in this hemisphere on mat-
ters that go far beyond drugs. It will 
include terrorism, it will include whole 
cadres of issues we have not thought 
about. 

I thank the chairman for his time. I 
truly appreciate the motivation of my 
friend from Minnesota. At the appro-
priate time, unless the chairman of the 
committee does not want me to, I move 
to table. I am not trying to cut off dis-
cussion. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Delaware for an important 
contribution and assure him at the ap-
propriate time it would be appropriate 
for him to make a motion to table. 

How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 17 minutes remaining. 
The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague from Minnesota for this 
amendment and for this time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield 15 minutes 
to the Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, listening 
to the Senator from Delaware, one 
would think the Wellstone amendment 
is taking away all the funding from Co-
lombia. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

The Senator from Minnesota is leav-
ing in place the funding for Colombia; 
that makes good sense. Here is what is 
left in this bill after the Senator’s 
amendment: Funding for interdiction; 
funding for the Colombia police; funds 
for alternative development and inter-
nally displaced people; funds for human 
rights; funds for regional assistance; 
funds to rehabilitate soldiers under the 
age of 18 who have been involved in 
armed conflict. 

The only thing the Senator from 
Minnesota is doing in his amendment 
is making sure this country doesn’t get 
involved in a conflict that could hurt 
our people eventually. The Senator 
from Minnesota is saying we are going 
to help President Pastrana, we will 
help this country, we will help this re-
gion, but we are not going to get in-
volved with the military. 

I thank the Senator from the bottom 
of my heart for this amendment. I 
don’t care if the Senator gets 2 votes or 
22 votes; he is doing the right thing. 

I clearly understand the threat that 
illegal drugs pose to our country, to 

my State of California, and I clearly 
understand that Colombia is a major 
supplier of the cocaine and heroin that 
reach our shores. But let me tell my 
friends in the Senate, we need a bal-
anced approach to this horrible prob-
lem of drug abuse. You could have a big 
supply, but if no one wanted to buy it, 
it would not hurt anyone. The fact is, 
the people in this country want to buy 
it. And there is not 1 cent in this bill, 
out of $1 billion—not 1 cent to help us 
with education, treatment on demand, 
prevention. This is a lost opportunity. 
What my friend from Minnesota is say-
ing is, if we in this Chamber are sincere 
about fighting drugs, and a war on 
drugs, then we do not put $1 billion 
into a foreign country and ignore what 
is happening here at home. 

Let me tell you what happens in Cali-
fornia and all over this country when 
someone is arrested for a violent 
crime. Mr. President, 50 percent to 75 
percent of those perpetrators of this vi-
olence are high on drugs. I cannot tell 
you how many times when I have been 
in my State—maybe it is because my 
State is a large State—that I have 
someone come up to me, a parent, say-
ing: I have a son or a daughter who 
wants to get off drugs; there is no room 
in a treatment center; we don’t have 
money; we have to spend a lot of 
money; what are we going to do? 

I look at that person and all I can say 
is: Send me a letter and let me see if 
we can help you find some treatment 
program that might have a slot. 

Does it make sense to spend $1 bil-
lion, as this bill does, and ignore the 
emergency here at home? We are so 
quick to find the money to send some-
where else, but what about our people 
who are ready, perhaps, to take that 
step to get off drugs? Telling them 
they have to wait 6 months to get into 
a program is consigning them to more 
months of addiction. What happens if 
we can stop this whole thing before it 
starts, with education, with preven-
tion? I do not quite understand the en-
thusiasm for a bill that does not spend 
a penny here at home. 

My friend from Delaware is as elo-
quent as anyone on this floor. He says, 
‘‘Yes, we are spending more.’’ Yes, we 
are spending more in our regular ap-
propriation, but if we are facing such a 
horrible emergency that we have to go 
in, with $1 billion, I have to say to my 
friend, why can’t we see this emer-
gency here at home, when people can-
not get treatment on demand? You 
don’t have a sale if you don’t have a 
willing buyer. Unfortunately, the ad-
dicts are here, in this country. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I am happy to. 
Mr. BIDEN. Why doesn’t the Senator 

have an amendment to take $1 billion 
out of the highway trust fund or $1 bil-
lion out of the education budget or $1 
billion out of NIH or $1 billion out of 
the Department of Energy? 
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Mrs. BOXER. I will be glad to answer 

it. Because this is $1 billion to deal 
with the drug problem specifically. 
That is the point of it. The Senator 
made that point. The Senator from Illi-
nois made that point. This is money 
that we are spending because we are 
stunned at the drug trafficking that is 
going on—and we should be. All the 
Senator from Minnesota is saying in 
his amendment, which I am proud to 
support, is we will leave 75 percent of 
that money intact to do the things we 
want to do to help the good President 
of Colombia. But all we are saying is 
before we get our advisers caught in a 
situation over there—you know, you 
may be right. Maybe nothing will ever 
go wrong with it. But all we are saying 
is, how about fighting a drug war here 
at home for a change instead of always 
spending the money outside of this 
country? 

Mr. BIDEN. Will my distinguished 
colleague yield for another question, 
just 10 seconds? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is aware the 
President’s budget calls for spending $6 
billion in drug treatment and preven-
tion, including $31 million for sub-
stance abuse block grants; that is $54 
million on targeted capacity expansion 
programs, $37 million for research and 
treatment, $5 million—the list goes on. 
The Senator is aware of that? 

Mrs. BOXER. If I may take back my 
time, and I will not be able to further 
yield because I have such a restriction, 
I stated that. I gave my friend absolute 
assurance I understand that. We are 
not doing enough when 50 percent——

Mr. BIDEN. I agree. 
Mrs. BOXER. Of the addicts in my 

State are not getting treatment. Only 
50 percent can get treatment. The 
other 50 percent, unless they are rich, 
cannot get the treatment on demand. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I will. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. For my colleague 

from California, just so she knows, the 
particular program we are talking 
about, which is the block grant, the 
SAMHSA block grant program to our 
States and communities for treatment 
programs, is $1.6 billion. 

My colleague’s figure lumps every-
thing and anything together. 

Mr. BIDEN. On treatment. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I am talking 

about direct treatment out in the com-
munity. When 80 percent of the adoles-
cents in this country get no treatment 
whatsoever, and 60 percent of the 
adults get no treatment whatsoever, it 
is hard to come out on the floor and 
say we have already made this tremen-
dous commitment, there is no reason 
to talk about some additional re-
sources. 

Mrs. BOXER. Again, I represent the 
largest State in the Union. My friend 

represents a smaller State. I would just 
say, maybe it is my State, but when I 
see these figures coming back—and my 
friend is a leader in the whole issue of 
crime prevention and being tough on 
crime and all the rest, and he knows it 
is true that if you look at the arrests 
for violent crime in our country—I 
could say particularly in California, 50 
to 75 percent of the perpetrators are 
high on drugs. So all my friend from 
Minnesota is saying in his amendment 
is everything the Senator said about 
President Pastrana, everything he said 
about the need to help his country—I 
don’t argue with that. That is why I 
am proud of this amendment. Every-
thing is left in except getting us in-
volved in this counternarcotics insur-
gency, which may well put us in a situ-
ation where we find ourselves between 
two bad actors: the FARC on the one 
hand, with a horrible story of violence 
and human rights violations, and the 
paramilitary on the right-hand side 
here, with the same horrible record. 
Unfortunately, it ties to the military 
in Colombia. 

So here we are, giving us a chance to 
do all the good things in this appro-
priations bill that we are happy are in 
there, but to take out the one for $225 
million, that could lead us into trou-
ble. 

Here is the Boston Globe. They talk 
about targeting addiction. They say:

The Clinton proposal for U.S. intervention 
in Colombia’s Civil War——

And that is what is being supported 
on this floor. They say it really isn’t 
going to work. They finish saying:

History suggests that increased funding for 
treatment of addicts and programs for pre-
vention—treatment on demand for drugs—
can accomplish more to ameliorate the indi-
vidual and social pathology associated with 
the endless war on drugs.

This is the Boston Globe. We have a 
number of editorials that are very 
strong on this point. 

This is the St. Petersburg Times. We 
have these from all over the country:

Have we forgotten the lessons of our in-
volvement in Central America in the 1980s 
. . .?

They talk about the fact:
In an attempt to contain communism, our 

government provided support to right-wing 
governments and paramilitary groups that 
used the aid to slaughter thousands of inno-
cent civilians. This time, America’s stated 
public interest is stopping drug trafficking.

But, it says:
It could, however, draw us into a brutal 

civil war in which civilians are a target.

This would be a tragedy if we re-
peated that kind of scenario. We have 
to learn from history. I think the 
amendment of the Senator is pro-
tecting us from just this problem.

Washington should have learned long ago 
that partnership with an abusive and ineffec-
tive Latin American military rarely pro-
duces positive results and often undermines 
democracy in the region.

That is from the New York Times. It 
talks about the fact that President 
Pastrana is well intentioned, but all of 
the programs he faces, we are going to 
be faced with them as well. 

Then, from the Detroit News:
Colombia: The Next Quagmire? 
The Clinton Administration’s proposed aid 

package intends to break the choke hold of 
the guerrillas by training and arming Colom-
bia’s military. The hope is that returning 
control to a legitimate government will help 
curb the illegitimate narcotrade. But this is 
a naive hope that ignores the other half of 
Colombia’s gritty ground reality. The mili-
tary is a corrupt institution with close links 
to the outlawed paramilitary groups that 
control the drug trade in urban areas.

It goes on. This is not Senator BOXER 
speaking or Senator WELLSTONE. These 
are editorial boards from all over the 
country. 

We have others from California that I 
wanted to have printed in the RECORD. 
I ask unanimous consent they be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Sacramento Bee, View Related 
Topics July 31, 1999] 

Five American soldiers were killed in a 
plane crash the other day in a mountainous 
region of Colombia. They were on a recon-
naissance flight as part of an escalating U.S. 
effort in support of the Colombian govern-
ment’s war against heavily armed narcotics 
traffickers. 

The deaths call attention to a U.S. aid pro-
gram that has grown rapidly, partly because 
Washington has more confidence in Colom-
bia’s new president, Andres Pastrana, than 
in his corrupt predecessor, and partly be-
cause of a perception that the threat to this 
country posed by Colombian traffickers is 
increasing. 

That perception is strongly held by Gen. 
Barry McCaffrey, President Clinton’s anti-
narcotics chief, who says cocaine production 
in Colombia has doubled in three years, that 
80 percent of the cocaine and heroin entering 
the United States comes from Colombia and 
that traffickers have amassed so much 
wealth that they can buy all the weapons 
and recruit all the fighters they need, espe-
cially in a time of economic hardship for 
most Colombians, to fend off poorly trained 
and underarmed government forces. 

McCaffrey has called for $1 billion in emer-
gency U.S. aid to combat the drug trade in 
Latin America, most of it for Colombia, 
which is getting $289 million this year—tri-
ple last year’s total. (Colombia now ranks 
third, behind Israel and Egypt, as a U.S. aid 
recipient.) The money would pay for tech-
nical and intelligence assistance, and train-
ing by U.S. advisers of a newly created anti-
narcotics army battalion whose mission is to 
attack guerrilla units, clearing the way for 
police (who get most U.S. aid) to move in 
and eradicate coca crops. 

But there are serious obstacles. For one 
thing, U.S. aid has been meager in the past 
not only due to corruption but because of 
rampant human rights violations by soldiers 
and right-wing paramilitary groups. Thus 
the new battalion has been carefully re-
cruited and will receive human rights train-
ing. 

A larger problem is that U.S. aid is meant 
to target only Colombia’s narcotics traf-
fickers, not a 35-year-old leftist insurgency. 
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Yet the two have become virtually indistin-
guishable as guerrillas extort tribute from 
coca growers and traffic in drugs as well. The 
largest guerrilla group now controls much of 
the southern half of the country thanks to 
Pastrana’s policy—deemed naive by many 
Colombians and by some U.S. officials.—of 
keeping troops out of the region as an in-
ducement to the rebels to negotiate a peace 
settlement. But the rebels, while enjoying 
their immunity, have stalled negotiations. 

Despite such troubling signs, McCaffrey 
appears to have strong support in Congress, 
and to some extent from the White House, 
for increasing U.S. aid even as drug preven-
tion and treatment programs at home are 
given only minimal funding. Those priorities 
are misplaced. 

The Pentagon insists that U.S. combat 
troops will not be used in Colombia. Good. 
But Americans have heard that before, about 
Vietnam, and rebels say they regard U.S. ad-
visers as targets. While it may be premature 
to sound an alarm, it’s not too early to begin 
a debate about U.S. interests in a conflict 
that has at least the potential to suck Amer-
icans into another quagmire. Congress and 
the administration owe it to the country to 
clarify what’s at stake, what is con-
templated and what is not, and the sooner 
the better. 

[From the Fresno Bee April 5, 2000] 
ANTI-DRUG FOLLY: U.S. AID PLAN WOULD 

RAISE STAKES IN COLOMBIAN CONFLICT 
By a wide margin, the House of Represent-

atives has approved $1.7 billion to aid Colom-
bia in its fight against drug traffickers who 
supply the bulk of the cocaine and heroin to 
the United States. The aim is laudable, but 
the chances of success seem slight. Before 
the Senate takes up the measure, which the 
Clinton administration strongly supports, 
there must an intensive national debate. 

The legislation bans the use of U.S. combat 
troops, but allows that U.S. advisers be sent 
to train Colombian forces in the use of U.S. 
helicopters and other equipment and to en-
sure that American aid is used properly—in 
particular, that human rights are respected 
by specially trained Colombian anti-nar-
cotics battalions. Such constraint is impor-
tant. 

But staying within those limits will be dif-
ficult, given the immense terrain involved, 
the history of human rights abuses in Colom-
bia and the legislative mandate that aid can 
be used only against drug traffickers and not 
against leftist guerrillas who often collabo-
rate with them. And if right-wing death 
squads that have been closely linked to ele-
ments of the Colombian military continue to 
operate, some of the blame will inevitably 
accrue to the U.S. program, fairly or not. 
Add to that Colombia’s endemic corruption, 
deadly political intimidation and the ease 
with which drug crops can be shifted from 
areas eradicated and the task seems over-
whelming. 

Undaunted, U.S. officials want funding to 
be expedited. Senate Majority Leader Trent 
Lott objects, not to aid for Colombia but to 
folding it into a $12.7 billion supplemental 
appropriations bill that includes other mili-
tary aid, domestic flood relief and various 
pork-barrel projects. He’s right; the Colom-
bian program is too critical to be obscured 
by typical election-year log-rolling. 

Opponents fear, reasonably, that the 
United States could become ensnared in a 
foreign civil war that is not a vital U.S. in-
terest and that is probably unwinnable with-
out far more intervention than most Ameri-
cans would support. Backers say that Colom-

bia’s plight is a vital U.S. interest because of 
the impact among drug-addicted Americans. 
But every study, and common sense, tell us 
that the solution lies mostly at home—in 
prevention, treatment and rehabilitation 
programs that badly need more funds. 

In short, the onus is on the administration 
to persuade Americans that this program is 
not the beginning of an open-ended commit-
ment. 

U.S. aid to Colombia may be justified, but 
only if it is carefully defined and perform-
ance-based in terms of military success and 
democratic reform. Otherwise, it could turn 
out to be another nightmare that might have 
been avoided had we paid closer attention 
going in. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 15, 2000] 
COLOMBIA AID BILL WOULD ESCALATE A 

FAILED POLICY; DRUGS: TREATMENT AND 
REDUCING COCAINE CONSUMPTION IS A BET-
TER WAY TO GO 

(By Robert Dowd) 
U.S. demand created the drug crisis situa-

tion in Colombia, and our military interven-
tion there merely places American troops 
and civilian contractors in harm’s way in an 
effort to salvage our failed drug policy. 

The Clinton administration has proposed, 
and congressional Republicans seem pre-
pared to accept, a $1.7-billion military aid 
package to Colombia. This formiable expend-
iture builds on existing aid—Colombia is al-
ready the largest recipient of U.S. military 
aid outside the Middle East—and involves us 
more deeply in a 4-decades-old civil war, as 
well as perpetuates programs that have 
failed to control drug production. 

As a veteran, I know the importance of a 
clear military objective, of having the re-
sources needed for success, and a clear exit 
strategy. In Colombia, we are sending a 
handful of helicopters and a few hundred of 
troops. Yet we were unable to control a 
smaller Vietnam with hundreds of heli-
copters and half a million troops. 

The Colombia military intervention seems 
poorly planned, unrealistic and doomed to 
fail. After a few years of military support, 
we will face the choice of accepting defeat or 
gradually being pulled into an expensive 
military quagmire in which victory is unat-
tainable. 

The reason the U.S. is becoming more in-
volved in Colombia’s internal affairs is that 
our government’s efforts to reduce cocaine 
availability have failed miserably, and drug 
money has strengthened the rebel armies. 
We already spend hundreds of millions of 
dollars annually to eradicate crops in South 
America, especially in Colombia. According 
to a 1999 report by the General Accounting 
Office, ‘‘Despite two years of extensive herbi-
cide spraying, U.S. estimates show there has 
not been any net reduction in coca cultiva-
tion—net coca cultivation actually increased 
50%.’’

Rather than escalate a failed policy, we 
should recognize that the present strategy 
cannot succeed and look for new approaches. 

According to the Rand Corp., eradication is 
the least-effective way to reduce drug use. 
Rand’s research found that $34 million spent 
on drug treatment in the U.S. would have 
the same effect as $783 million in eradication 
expenditures. Naturally, the less cocaine the 
U.S. consumes, the less incentive growers in 
Colombia will have to grow coca. That would 
be the best eradication policy. 

Further, we need to face the difficult and 
politically controversial question of whether 
prohibition enforced by the drug war pro-
vides better control of the drug market than 

regulation enforced by administrative law. If 
we want to get international cartels and 
urban gangs out of the drug market we must 
determine how to control the market 
through civil law rather than criminal law. 

The administration’s most frequent ration-
ale for pumping millions of dollars in aid and 
tons of military equipment into Colombia is 
the need to fight ‘‘narco-guerrillas.’’ In fact, 
there are reports that all sides—including 
the side the U.S. supports, the Colombian 
military—have been tied to the drug trade. 
It seems that we are supporting one group of 
drug traffickers while opposing another 
group. 

The Colombian aid package is nothing 
more than an introduction to a quagmire 
and an escalation of failed drug policy. 

The administration and Congress should 
step back and formulate goals they want to 
achieve in Colombia and then determine how 
best to achieve them without promoting 
bloodshed and lawlessness. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Does my colleague 
need more time? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
yield my colleague an additional 10 
minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

I will continue reading from some of 
these editorials. These are newspapers 
that have very different editorial poli-
cies, usually, from one another. 

The Sacramento Bee:
A larger problem is that U.S. aid is meant 

to target only Colombia’s narcotics traf-
fickers, not a 35-year-old leftist insurgency. 
Yet the two have become virtually indistin-
guishable as guerrillas extort tribute from 
coca growers and traffic in drugs as well. . . . 

The Pentagon insists that U.S. combat 
troops will not be used in Colombia.

The newspaper says that is good.
But Americans have heard that before, 

about Vietnam, and rebels say they regard 
U.S. advisers as targets.

We have the rebel groups already 
saying U.S. advisers will be targeted. 

This is what the Sacramento Bee 
says. I associate myself with their con-
clusion:

While it may be premature to sound an 
alarm, it’s not too early to begin a debate 
about U.S. interests in a conflict that has at 
least the potential to suck Americans into 
another quagmire. Congress and the adminis-
tration owe it to the country to clarify 
what’s at stake, what is contemplated and 
what is not, and the sooner the better.

The L.A. Times says:
The administration’s most frequent ration-

ale for pumping millions of dollars in aid and 
tons of military equipment into Colombia is 
the need to fight ‘‘narco-guerrillas.’’ In fact, 
there are reports that all sides—including 
the side the U.S. supports, the Colombian 
military—have been tied to the drug trade. 
It seems that we are supporting one group of 
drug traffickers while opposing another 
group.

Let’s look at this one. What are we 
doing? We have the left wing on one 
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side killing people, human rights viola-
tions, and violent. We have the right 
wing on the other side, with which the 
Colombian military oftentimes sides, 
and they are doing the same thing from 
the right. In comes the United States 
of America advisers—and I know we 
have some advisers there already; I am 
aware of that, but this is clearly an es-
calation of our involvement through 
the donation of these helicopters and 
advisers—and they are going to become 
targets in the middle between the left 
and the right wings. 

Even though we say they are there to 
fight drug trafficking, which is laud-
able, they may well go into the jungles 
and encounter some of the left-wing 
guerrillas and find themselves in a 
pretty horrible situation, which is 
something about which we need to be 
clear and why I am so proud to be a co-
sponsor of this amendment and why, 
quite frankly, I am a little surprised 
there is not more concern in the Sen-
ate. 

There is a Fresno Bee editorial that 
is excellent. It says in part: 

[This amendment] allows that U.S. advis-
ers be sent to train Colombian forces in the 
use of U.S. helicopters and other equipment. 
. . . And if right-wing death squads that have 
been closely linked to elements of the Co-
lombian military continue to operate, some 
of the blame will inevitably accrue to the 
U.S. program. . . .

That is another fear. What could be 
more important to us as Members of 
the Senate than making sure people do 
not get hurt in our country, in the 
world, that we work for peace and all 
the right things? If somehow our dol-
lars wind up helping paramilitary 
groups and they commit human rights 
abuses and killings—and we know the 
list of these abuses; they are horrible—
somehow it is definitely going to come 
back to us. It is going to come back to 
us, and I do not want that on my 
hands. I do not want that on the hands 
of the people from my State. 

The Senator from Minnesota is giv-
ing us today an opportunity to do all 
the good things we should do in Colom-
bia. I will go through them again. 
There are important things he has left 
in this bill. 

He is only taking out 25 percent of 
this money and transferring it to this 
country to help us in a war on drugs in 
our Nation. 

He is leaving in interdiction, $132 
million to pay for new aircraft, up-
grades for existing aircraft, secure 
communications, sea- and river-based 
interdiction. 

He is leaving in $93 million for Co-
lombian police to pay for spray air-
craft, helicopter upgrade, communica-
tions, ammunition, equipment. 

He is leaving in funds for alternative 
development for internally displaced 
people, $109 million—funds to help dis-
placed people. 

He is leaving in human-rights-boost-
ing government capabilities. This fund-

ing would provide for the protection of 
human rights workers, judicial reform, 
training of judges, prison security—all 
the things President Pastrana needs to 
strengthen the institutions in Colom-
bia. 

He is leaving in regional assistance 
for Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru. This 
funding would be used for alternative 
development programs in these nearby 
countries. 

He is leaving in $5 million to help re-
habilitate child soldiers, children who 
got involved in this conflict. 

For people to talk against this 
amendment as if it is eviscerating aid 
to Colombia, eviscerating aid to Presi-
dent Pastrana, they have not read the 
Wellstone amendment. The only thing 
he is taking out is this involvement on 
the ground with this 
counterinsurgency against the nar-
cotics. 

As I look around my State and I read 
the studies from my State—for exam-
ple, in Ventura County, CA, a beautiful 
part of our State where there is a lot of 
agriculture and open space and it looks 
like paradise, 40 percent of the coun-
ty’s homeless population is related to 
drug abuse or alcohol abuse. A San 
Francisco study found in 1998 that drug 
abuse was the leading killer of the 
homeless. There are over 500,000 drug-
related emergency room episodes every 
year. 

In 1995, nationwide, drug abuse cost 
$12 billion in health care—$12 billion in 
health care costs—and the good Sen-
ator is suggesting $225 million so we 
can cut down on those expenses. It is 
an investment to cut down on these 
costs. 

The loss of productivity in 1992 has 
been calculated at $69.4 billion. That is 
a 1-year loss of productivity. 

In summing up, I consider myself 
someone who is good at solving prob-
lems, and the way one solves problems 
is not putting blinders on and going in 
one direction, but looking at the whole 
problem. With the Wellstone amend-
ment, taking $225 million and putting 
it in this country so we can stop people 
from becoming addicts and, if they are 
addicts, help them get off drugs, this is 
going to be a really good and balanced 
bill, one that I will be proud to sup-
port. 

Again, I thank him for leaving in this 
package the kinds of things we need to 
do to build democracy in Colombia, to 
make sure that regime succeeds, to 
train the people who need to be trained 
in judicial reform, to help human 
rights, to help the child soldiers, and to 
take that $225 million that will involve 
us, unwittingly, in what I consider to 
be a civil war, to take that out, bring 
it home—bring it home to California, 
bring it home to Georgia, bring it home 
to Minnesota, bring it home to New 
Hampshire, bring it home to our cities 
and our counties—and let people get 
the help they need, the help they de-
serve. 

So I say to my friend, thank you for 
your courage in offering this. I am 
proud to stand with you. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield it back to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know the Sen-
ator from Georgia is here. I just want 
to thank the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire). The Senator 
from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield myself up to 10 minutes of our 
time and, of course, reserve the re-
mainder of the time when I conclude 
my remarks for our side. 

We have heard a lot of interesting re-
marks. I rise against the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota. I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

I would like to try to not repeat ev-
erything that has been said but try to 
underscore several fundamental basic 
points with regard to these issues. 

The first is that over the last 8 years, 
funding for drug treatment and drug 
prevention has increased by $1.6 bil-
lion. I repeat, it has increased over the 
last 8 years. The amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota would in-
crease it even further. 

On the interdiction side of the ledger, 
during the same 8 years, there has been 
a decrease in the funding for interdic-
tion. So interdiction is dropping and 
treatment and prevention is growing. 

What happens when the Federal Gov-
ernment moves away from its respon-
sibilities to protect our borders and to 
engage international narcotics enti-
ties? I can tell you what happens. The 
United States is flooded with more 
drugs—because there is nothing there 
to stop that—the price of those drugs 
plummets, and more of our children be-
come addicted to narcotics. Almost the 
reverse of what this amendment seeks 
to achieve happens. 

As of Friday, June 9, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention gave us 
these alarming figures. In 1991—so this 
is the same timeframe I have been 
talking about—14.7 percent, about 15 
percent, said they used marijuana. Who 
is ‘‘they’’? They are 9-year-olds to 12-
year-olds—children 9 years old. By 1999, 
the figure was 27 percent. 

This is the period we are all talking 
about here, where our interdiction 
dropped and where we increased treat-
ment and prevention. What has hap-
pened? We have had more and more 
youngsters—kids, children—using 
drugs. 

In 1991, 31 percent of students re-
ported they tried marijuana at least 
once. By 1999, when we cut off the 
interdiction, it had grown to 47 per-
cent. 

In 1991, 1.7 percent of students said 
they used cocaine. By 1999, 8 years 
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later—no interdiction—4 percent said 
they used cocaine. It doubled. 

What we have essentially seen is 
that, while we have increased the pre-
vention, while we have increased the 
treatment, and lowered interdiction, 
more and more kids have taken up 
using drugs. 

I have to tell you, the greatest pre-
vention program in the world and the 
greatest treatment program in the 
world is to keep the student—the 
child—from using them in the first 
place. 

Point No. 2, our borders and our work 
with international partners, whether it 
is Colombia or Bolivia, or Peru, or Pan-
ama—you name it—is the sole respon-
sibility of the Federal Government. No 
other entity can practice the interdic-
tion. Georgia cannot do it. California 
cannot do it. Minnesota cannot do it. 
Only the U.S. Federal Government can 
exercise the muscle to protect our bor-
ders and to work with our alliances. 

Prevention and treatment require 
Federal support, which has been grow-
ing rapidly, with State support and 
community support. It is a multi-
faceted effort and should be there. But 
only the Federal Government can do 
what this underlying bill suggests has 
to be done. 

Point No. 3, the battle in Colombia is 
not an ideological battle. It started out 
that way, but it isn’t anymore. This is 
a battle against a narcotics insur-
gency. They have 3 percent support in 
the entire country. In that country, 
33,000 people have been killed fighting 
this. And 800,000 Colombians are dis-
placed, as in Kosovo, and we are going 
to turn our back? 

Colombia sits in the center of the An-
dean region and has already pushed its 
trouble into Panama, into Ecuador, 
and into Peru. The entire region is 
being affected by this struggle to main-
tain a democratic government in Co-
lombia. War is a very ugly thing. It is 
particularly ugly when it is driven by 
narcotics and narcotics money, by peo-
ple who care for no life, none of these 
9- to 12-year-olds, no person, not even 
their own citizens who would be laced 
with armaments and blown up. 

Will this be a perfect exercise? No. It 
isn’t a perfect world. And this is a very 
imperfect circumstance. 

We have told the people of Colom-
bia—the President of the United 
States; his representatives, from Am-
bassador Pickering to General McCaf-
frey—that we understand the scope of 
this problem, both its relationship to 
Colombia, the United States, and the 
entire hemisphere, and that we are 
going to help, and that we are going to 
join the Europeans, and we are going to 
join the Colombians in the struggle; 
that we are going to train; that we are 
going to work on human rights; that 
we are going to work on social institu-
tions and the fundamentals of law and 
the judiciary. 

Legislation to do that was introduced 
last October. The President and the 
White House endorsed their version of 
it—it is very similar—in February. 
Here we are in nearly July and we are 
tied up in knots. You can only say, 
‘‘The cavalry is coming’’ for so long. 

The funds for drug treatment and 
prevention that the Senator from Min-
nesota seeks have been growing and 
growing rapidly. The interdiction has 
been collapsing. When it collapses, 
more drugs are available. The number 
of kids using drugs has almost dou-
bled—9-year-olds, 10- and 11- and 12-
year-olds. 

The Federal responsibility is to not 
allow that into our country, and no 
State can do that. This amendment un-
dermines the sole purpose the Federal 
Government has on this issue. This 
amount of money can be sought in 50 
different States in 1,000 different com-
munities, which they ought to con-
tribute. 

Interdiction has collapsed; utiliza-
tion by our children has doubled. It is 
a Federal responsibility to address this 
problem. We better get on with it. Co-
lombia is the heart of it. If we lose 
there, we lose everywhere. You can’t 
win a war by just treating the wound-
ed. 

I retain the balance of my time for 
the chairman of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? If neither side yields time, 
the time will be run off equally from 
both sides. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. Would 
the time be equally divided in a 
quorum call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time 
will be equally charged if neither side 
yields time. However, if the Senator 
suggests the absence of a quorum, it 
will come off of his time, unless there 
is a unanimous consent request other-
wise. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
will now run equally.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
year’s foreign operations bill provides 
$934 million in emergency supple-
mental funding toward the administra-
tion’s request for plan Colombia. 

I again want to express my apprecia-
tion to Senator MCCONNELL, and other 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, for supporting provisions in the 
bill that will help protect human rights 
and strengthen the rule of law in Co-
lombia. 

I have repeatedly expressed concerns 
about the administration’s proposal, 
particularly the dramatic increase in 
military assistance. I am troubled 
about what we may be getting into. 
The administration has yet to give me 
sufficient details about what it expects 
to achieve, in what period of time, 
what the long-term costs are, or what 
the risks are. 

What the administration has said is 
that in addition to reducing the 
amount of drugs supplied from abroad, 
Plan Colombia is intended to prevent 
increases in drug addiction, violence, 
and crime here at home. 

Those are goals that I strongly sup-
port, and I commend Senator 
WELLSTONE for his amendment. It 
would provide $225 million for sub-
stance abuse prevention and treatment 
programs in the United States. 

According to the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy, drug abuse kills 
52,000 Americans each year. It costs our 
society nearly $110 billion annually. It 
has strained the capacity of our crimi-
nal justice system and our medical fa-
cilities, and brought violence and trag-
edy to families, schools, and commu-
nities throughout this country. 

As of 1996, there were more than 13.6 
million illicit drug users in the United 
States. Some 50 percent of adults in 
immediate need of drug treatment are 
not receiving it, and many treatment 
programs have lines out the door. 

Eighty percent of adolescents who 
need treatment—those who will, if not 
provided treatment, sustain the de-
mand for drugs in the future—cannot 
get it. 

We should help Colombia. I support 
President Pastrana’s efforts to combat 
the violence, corruption, and poverty 
which plagues his country. But I am 
not convinced that the administra-
tion’s request for Plan Colombia will 
effectively address those problems, nor 
is it likely to reduce the flow of drugs 
into our country or ameliorate the 
drug problem here at home. 

We do know, however, that substance 
abuse treatment and prevention pro-
grams work. A frequently cited Rand 
study showed that, dollar for dollar, 
providing treatment to cocaine users is 
10 times more effective than drug 
interdiction efforts, and 23 times more 
cost effective than eradicating coca at 
its source. Scientific advances promise 
to make future treatment and preven-
tion programs even better. 

Ultimately, reducing the demand for 
drugs—which is what these programs 
do—is the only long-term solution to 
reducing the flow of illegal drugs from 
Colombia and elsewhere. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
WELLSTONE for his leadership on this 
issue and I urge other Senators to sup-
port his amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address the situation in Co-
lombia and the question of the U.S. 
role there. 

The situation in Colombia has been 
correctly described as grave. To the ex-
tent that ‘‘grave’’ can be considered an 
understatement, however, that is the 
case with respect to the ongoing con-
flict in that strife-torn country. The 
issue ostensibly before us involves the 
war on drugs. What is being con-
templated, however, should under no 
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conditions be considered a simple ex-
tension of that struggle. What is being 
considered is nothing less than an esca-
lated U.S. role in what has increasingly 
become an all-out civil war. The rela-
tionship between the narcotics traf-
ficking that we seek to curtail and the 
insurgency that we oppose but dare not 
engage has become dangerously 
blurred. To contemplate engaging one 
but not the other is to labor under an 
illusion of alarming dimensions. 

Mr. President, the conditions on the 
ground in Colombia are not in doubt. A 
large, highly motivated, well-armed 
and funded guerrilla army, the Revolu-
tionary Armed Forces of Colombia, and 
the smaller but equally lethal National 
Liberation Front, have emerged over 
the last two years as a serious threat 
not just to Colombia, but to the entire 
Andean region. The FARC, in par-
ticular, has evolved into a large-scale 
threat to regional stability. Look care-
fully at the operations the FARC has 
carried out over the past two years. 
What you will see is impressive and 
alarming. Sophisticated battalion-size 
operations against Colombian military 
and police units, including coordinated 
multi-objective operations spread out 
across Colombia have become the 
norm. The March 1998 battle at El 
Billar, for example, demonstrated the 
FARC’s ability to conduct battalion-
size operations employing refined tac-
tics like maneuver warfare against Co-
lombia’s best trained units. In a sepa-
rate operation, a 1,200-strong guerrilla 
force successfully carried out simulta-
neous attacks on an anti-narcotics po-
lice installation and the army base at 
Miraflores, overwhelming both. 

This should give us pause. The Co-
lombian government’s position is pre-
carious. Already, the fighting has 
touched Colombia’s neighbors. Pan-
ama, which lacks a military as a result 
of the post-invasion structure the 
United States imposed on that coun-
try, is now threatened by cross-border 
incursions by guerrillas, whose main 
arms pipeline crosses its border with 
Colombia. Colombia’s other neighbors 
in Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela are all 
feeling the heat from the war in Colom-
bia, the latter in the form of refugees 
escaping the fighting. 

I point all of this out, Mr. President, 
because no one here should be under 
any doubt that the path down which we 
are heading is potentially fraught with 
peril. I don’t know anyone who actu-
ally believes that Plan Colombia is the 
answer to that country’s problems; we 
support it because we are at a loss for 
viable alternatives. But a guerrilla 
army as capable as the FARC will not 
be defeated by three specially-trained 
and equipped battalions. Much more is 
needed, including fundamental reform 
and restructuring of the Colombian 
armed forces to reverse the ratio of 
combat units to rear-area units—a key 
reason an army of 140,000 is stretched 

so thin against guerrilla armies num-
bering around 20,000. 

And the army and police must be 
thoroughly inculcated with the need to 
respect human rights. This not just a 
moral imperative, but a practical one 
as well. Human rights abuses by gov-
ernment forces increases sympathy for 
guerrilla armies that otherwise lack 
serious popular support. It is never 
easy, as we learned in Vietnam, to 
fight a guerrilla army that can melt 
into civilian surroundings and build an 
infrastructure of support, through 
force and intimidation if necessary, 
that government forces are hard-
pressed to defeat without inflicting ci-
vilian casualties. But Colombia’s army 
and police must not underestimate the 
importance of maintaining constant 
vigilance in respecting the rights of the 
people they purport to defend. 

The United States role in Plan Co-
lombia is, to date, limited to training 
the aforementioned special battalions 
and equipping them with modern heli-
copters. Toward this end, we are send-
ing special forces teams into the field 
in the midst of that civil war. The pri-
mary role of U.S. Army Special Forces 
is the provision of such training. But 
we must be assured that their role will 
not extend to that of active combat-
ants. The bond that will surely develop 
between our soldiers and those they are 
training must not extend to a gradual 
expansion of their role in Colombia. 

And with respect to the issue of heli-
copters, Mr. President, I find it deplor-
able that the question of which heli-
copter should be provided to Colombia 
should be decided on the basis of any 
consideration other than operational 
requirements. Blackhawks were se-
lected for the capabilities they provide, 
capabilities that are not inconsequen-
tial in terms of the Counter-Narcotics 
Battalions’ ability to deploy to the 
field with the speed and in the number 
required to confront opposing forces. 
Their substitution by the Appropria-
tions Committee with Super Hueys 
goes beyond the usual fiscally irrespon-
sible approach to legislating that per-
meates Congress. It is, in fact, morally 
wrong. We are talking life and death 
decisions here: the ability of soldiers to 
fight a war. That decisions on their 
equipment should be decided on the 
basis of parochial considerations is rep-
rehensible. 

Let me return, though, to the funda-
mental issue of a counter narcotics 
strategy that is imbued with an inher-
ent flaw: the misguided notion that the 
war on drugs in Colombia can be sepa-
rated from the guerrilla and para-
military activity that is the threat to 
Colombia’s existence. If, as has been 
suggested, the FARC is reconsidering 
its involvement in the drug trade, it is 
possible that surgical counterdrug op-
erations can be conducted without ex-
panding into counterinsurgency. That 
the guerrillas control the very terri-

tory where the coca fields are located, 
however, should continue to cause us 
concern. To quote one unnamed U.S. 
official in the Christian Science Mon-
itor, ‘‘If the guerrillas [so] choose, they 
don’t have to continue to protect the 
narcos, [but] if they do. . .this [aid] 
will be used against them.’’ 

This, Mr. President, is precisely the 
problem. Plan Colombia is perhaps a 
last desperate hope to save a nation. 
But it carries with it the seeds of 
greater U.S. involvement in a civil war 
of enormous proportions. Those of us 
who have been witness to our country 
being gradually mired in a conflict in 
another region, in another time, should 
not fail to bear witness to the choices 
we make today. Funding for this plan 
will go forward, but the Administra-
tion and the government in Bogota 
should not be surprised that many of us 
will be watching the situation there 
very carefully. To do less would be to 
acquiesce in the possible materializa-
tion of that most feared foreign policy 
scenario, another Vietnam. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I reluc-
tantly oppose the Wellstone amend-
ment to transfer $225 million from the 
military purposes of Plan Colombia to 
domestic substance abuse programs. 
The passage of this amendment would 
endanger the success of the Adminis-
tration’s plan to attempt to prevent 
the democratic government of Colom-
bia from being destroyed by narco-traf-
fickers. While I strongly support the 
goal of allocating additional funding to 
substance abuse prevention and treat-
ment programs, this cannot be 
achieved at the expense of the effec-
tiveness of Plan Colombia. 

In solving the difficult problem of 
drug abuse and its many negative ef-
fects, the United States must seek a 
balanced approach. This approach must 
include funding for not only drug abuse 
prevention and treatment programs, 
but also for international eradication/
interdiction and local law enforcement. 
Plan Colombia, which stresses eradi-
cation and interdiction of narcotics at 
their source, is a useful part of our na-
tion’s overall strategy to end drug 
abuse. 

Colombia now supplies approxi-
mately 80 percent of the cocaine and 
heroin consumed in the United States. 
The Plan Columbia aid package, which 
has been designed by the Administra-
tion and the Colombian government, is 
a comprehensive attempt to stem this 
flow of narcotics. The package includes 
important funding for counter-nar-
cotics support, economic development, 
and human rights programs. 

A particularly important goal of this 
initiative is the promotion and protec-
tion of human rights in the Andean Re-
gion. In this respect, the Senate For-
eign Operations Appropriations bill 
makes important contributions. The 
bill provides approximately $138 mil-
lion in funding for efforts to protect 
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human rights, strengthen the judicial 
system in Colombia, and support peace 
initiatives. In addition, all assistance 
to Colombian armed forces is contin-
gent on a screening of security forces 
to ensure that they have not been im-
plicated in human rights violations. 

Drug abuse has taken a terrible toll 
on our country. It has led to increased 
levels of crime, a clogged judicial sys-
tem, and most dramatically, the ruined 
lives of our nation’s citizens and their 
families. It is for this reason that I am 
committed to effective drug abuse and 
treatment. I have worked hard to win 
Senate passage of legislation which 
would enable qualified physicians, 
under strict conditions, to prescribe 
new anti-addiction medications aimed 
at suppressing heroin addiction. I have 
also strongly supported government 
funding for state and local community-
based programs for drug treatment. In 
Fiscal Year 1999, the federal govern-
ment spent approximately $5.6 billion 
on domestic programs directed at the 
reduction of drug demand.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in reluctant opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

While I share his conviction that we 
as a country must do more to reduce 
the demand for illegal drugs in our so-
ciety, I do not believe we should under-
mine our assistance for Plan Colombia 
to pay for increased domestic drug 
treatment and prevention programs. 

Mr. President, I recently visited Co-
lombia to assess what our aid could ac-
complish. I went to see the scope of 
drug crop cultivation and processing, 
to look into the political context, the 
human rights situation, the goals of 
the Pastrana Government, and to as-
sess the capabilities of the military 
and the police. 

I went with an open mind, though I 
was concerned about the reported 
abuses of human rights and with the ef-
fects of Colombian cocaine and heroin 
on the streets of New Jersey and other 
states. 

I left Colombia convinced that we 
can help Colombia and help America by 
cooperating in the fight against drug 
production, trafficking, and use. 

Mr. President, aid for Plan Colombia 
is strongly in the U.S. interest. While 
there can be legitimate differences of 
opinion about the exact content of the 
aid package, such as what kind of heli-
copters should be provided, we must 
use the opportunity to cooperate with 
a fellow democracy to fight the scourge 
of drugs which harms both our people. 

Colombia’s political will is strong. 
While the political situation in Colom-
bia is uncertain, President Pastrana 
and the Colombian Congress have 
backed away from forcing early elec-
tions and appear to be working out 
their differences. But the Colombian 
people and their elected representa-
tives want an end to the violence. They 

support peace negotiations with the 
FARC and ELN guerrillas. 

And they know the violence will not 
end as long as it is fueled by drug traf-
ficking and its dirty proceeds. 

The U.S. and Colombia have a sym-
biosis of interest in combating drug 
production and trafficking. While the 
Colombians mainly want to end finan-
cial support for various armed groups, 
they are highly motivated to cooperate 
with our main goal—eliminating a 
major source of narcotics destined for 
the United States. 

Mr. President, we absolutely need to 
improve protection for human rights in 
Colombia. The Colombian people face 
very real risks of murder, kidnaping, 
extortion, and other heinous crimes, so 
they always live in fear. Hundreds of 
thousands of people have fled the vio-
lence. The Colombian Government—in-
cluding the military and the police—
take human rights issues very seri-
ously. 

We need to hold them to their com-
mitments to make further progress, as 
the Senate bill language Senators KEN-
NEDY and LEAHY and I authored would 
do. 

Mr. President, was particularly im-
pressed that the independent Pros-
ecutor General’s Office—known as the 
Fiscallia—is firmly committed to pros-
ecuting criminals, particularly human 
rights violators. But in meeting with 
Colombian human rights groups, I 
learned that the overwhelming major-
ity of human rights abuses are com-
mitted by the paramilitary groups, fol-
lowed by the guerrillas. 

Colombia must sever any remaining 
ties between its military and the para-
military groups and treat them like 
the drug-running outlays they are. On 
the whole, winning the war on drugs in 
Colombia should do more to improve 
security and safeguard human rights 
than anything else we or the Colom-
bian government can do. 

To return to the amendment now be-
fore us, Mr. President, I believe we 
need to keep working to reduce demand 
for drugs here in America, but not at 
the expense of cutting efforts to elimi-
nate a major source of drugs to our 
country. 

We have a tremendous opportunity—
if we are willing to devote a reasonable 
level of funding—to drastically curtail 
the production of cocaine and heroin in 
Colombia, while supporting democracy 
and the rule of law in that country. 
And, since Colombia is the source of 
most of the heroin and 80 percent of 
the cocaine sold in the United States, 
this is a real opportunity to help ad-
dress the drug problem in our own 
country. 

I agree with the Senator from Min-
nesota that America must do more to 
reduce the demand for drugs, particu-
larly by helping those already ad-
dicted. But we should not take away 
from our support of Colombia’s efforts 
in the process. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

remind my colleagues that the amend-
ment I have introduced with Senator 
BOXER takes nothing away from inter-
diction. It does not take away from 
this package. We are focused on the 
support for the military in the south-
ern part of Colombia. That is what this 
is about. This is an amendment that 
would transfer $225 million from aid to 
the Colombian military for the push 
into southern Colombia into domestic 
drug treatment programs. It is that 
simple. It is not about not providing 
assistance to Colombia. It is not about 
not focusing on interdiction. 

A number of different questions have 
been raised. To respond to some of 
what has been said, I will respond to 
the comments of my friend from Dela-
ware. 

It is important to note that right 
now in our country, according to 
ONDCP—General McCaffrey and others 
have talked about this quite a bit—
there are about 5 million people in need 
of treatment and only about 2 million 
receive it, private or public. That 
means about 3 million people, more 
than half of the people who need treat-
ment, don’t get any at all. Why aren’t 
we dealing with the demand side? 

We have a bill out here, almost a bil-
lion dollars, and the majority leader 
comes to the floor and says this is all 
about the war on drugs. I am saying, 
how about a little bit that focuses on 
the demand side in our country. Let us 
have some funding for drug treatment 
programs for people in the United 
States. Yes, we have some money in 
the budget, but it is vastly under-
funded. 

The 2000 budget for SAMHSA alto-
gether is $1.6 billion. This is the block 
grant money that goes to drug treat-
ment. The States, which are down in 
the trenches using a different method-
ology, report that close to 19 million 
people in our country are going with-
out any treatment. The ONDCP esti-
mates, moreover, that 80 percent of the 
adolescents in our country who are 
struggling with this problem are get-
ting no treatment at all. For women 
who are struggling with substance 
abuse problems, 60 percent of them get 
no treatment at all. In some regions of 
the country, the waiting list for treat-
ment is 6 months long or longer. The 
overall cost to our country for elicit 
drug use is about $110 billion a year, 
according to the ONDCP. Right now we 
are spending $1.6 billion on a block 
grant program that gets money down 
to the communities for treatment. 

If anybody thinks this is just an 
inner-city problem, consider a COSA 
report entitled ‘‘No Place to Hide,’’ 
which showed that drug use, drinking 
and smoking among young teens, is 
higher in rural America than our Na-
tion’s urban centers. According to this 
report, eighth graders, 13-year-old chil-
dren in rural America, are 50 percent 
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more likely to use cocaine than those 
in urban areas—I remember when I 
heard Joe Califano say this; I was 
stunned—and 104 percent more likely 
to use amphetamines, including methe-
namine. Drug treatment is needed to 
treat addiction and to end the demand 
for drugs. This is not just an urban 
problem. 

We are talking about taking $225 mil-
lion out of this almost-billion-dollar 
package for Colombia. We are saying, 
cannot any of this be put into treat-
ment, if this is going to be called the 
war on drugs legislation, as the major-
ity leader identified it. I think we have 
had a different debate on the floor. 
What I am saying as a Senator from 
Minnesota is, can’t we take some por-
tion of that and deal with the demand 
side? Can’t we put some money into 
the war on drugs in our own country? If 
80 percent of the adolescents aren’t re-
ceiving any treatment and need some 
help, can’t we get some help to them? 

This amendment is supported by 
Legal Action Center, National Associa-
tion of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse 
Counselors, National Council on Alco-
holism and Drug Dependence, Partner-
ship for Recovery, and State Associa-
tion of Addiction Services. 

Again, I say to my colleagues, this 
amendment, when all is said and done, 
is basically saying to Senators that we 
can provide assistance to Colombia, 
and we should. 

We should provide extensive assist-
ance, including interdiction, but at the 
same time we ought to avoid entangle-
ment in a decades-old civil conflict and 
we ought to avoid partnership with an 
army implicated in severe human 
rights abuses. Moreover, I am saying 
we can take at least a small portion of 
the resources and put it where it will 
do the most good, and that is in pro-
viding funding for drug treatment pro-
grams at home. 

I just want to echo the words of my 
colleague from California. It is quite 
incredible to me that we can find the 
money for the war on drugs—close to a 
billion dollars—for Colombia, but we 
can’t take $225 million and put it into 
community-based treatment programs 
in the war on drugs in our own coun-
try. 

Moreover, we have in this legisla-
tion—and I think in particular this 
may interest the Chair—a shift via a 7-
to-1 ratio from money for police to 
military. This is particularly worri-
some because, right now, one human 
rights organization after another—and 
we have our own State Department re-
port on violations of human rights 
abuses by paramilitary groups. It 
points out that we have a country 
where civilians make up 70 percent of 
the casualties in that horrible war, and 
paramilitary groups linked to the army 
commit over 75 percent of the abuses. 

I say to my colleagues, again, Presi-
dent Pastrana has made the political 

decision that he wants to conduct a 
military campaign in the southern part 
of the state. All of a sudden, this de-
bate has shifted because Senators have 
come out here and have said: Yes, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, we are taking sides 
and we should take sides. If President 
Pastrana says he needs money from us 
to support his military in this 
counterinsurgency effort in the south-
ern part of Colombia with U.S. sup-
porters on the ground with them, and if 
we don’t stop this in Colombia, then, 
God forbid, for the whole future of 
South or Central America—I have 
heard this before—at least let’s have 
this debate out in the open. 

I know this is a debate about a war 
on drugs, in which case I would say, 
yes, yes, yes. I would say, we have in 
this package support for the Colombian 
Government, but if we are going to 
have a war on drugs, do it in our coun-
try and deal with the demand side and 
put more into community treatment 
programs. I think we win that argu-
ment. I am sure the vast majority of 
people in Minnesota agree. If you are 
going to spend money on the war on 
drugs, put some money into our own 
country. We have a package out here 
that basically says, for the first time, 
we are going to be directly aligned 
with the military campaign in Colom-
bia, in the southern part of Colombia. 

I have some very real doubts that 
militarizing this conflict is going to 
somehow be a successful war against 
drugs. Moreover, as I have said earlier, 
I have some very real doubts, which are 
expressed by human rights organiza-
tions and religious organizations and a 
whole lot of people in our country and 
in Colombia, that we should be taking 
sides and we should be supporting a 
military which, as recently as this 
year, has been unwilling to change its 
practice and stands accused by all of 
the reputable human rights organiza-
tions of human rights violations. 

Do we want to align ourselves with 
this military, with these paramilitary 
groups that have committed such ter-
rorism against civilians and are re-
sponsible for most of the violence in 
that country? I have not a shred of 
sympathy or support for the guerrillas, 
the left-wing, the right-wing, any of 
them. 

The question is, If it is a war against 
drugs, don’t we want to put some 
money into the war against drugs here? 
Other than that, do we want to take 
sides in this military conflict? That is 
what my colleagues have been talking 
about today, and they say we have to. 
They say that if we do, we will be able 
to—we have language in this legisla-
tion that will safeguard against human 
rights violations by the military, that 
we will be able to invest this money in 
the military operation in southern Co-
lombia and make sure everything will 
be above board. Frankly, I think that 
is problematic at best. 

I am not sure people in Colombia or 
in the United States have the faintest 
idea what we are about to do. We 
haven’t been able to stop any of these 
human rights abuses over the years. 
But now, all of a sudden, we are going 
to be right in the middle of this and 
take sides, and we are going to be 
aligned with this military campaign in 
southern Colombia, and we say we are 
going to vet it and make sure there 
aren’t any human rights violations. 

Never mind that all the human rights 
organizations on the ground say that 
will not work and the religious commu-
nity says it is a profound mistake; that 
all sorts of government organizations 
in Colombia with a tremendous amount 
of credibility say, don’t do this; don’t 
align yourselves with this military 
campaign in southern Colombia. We 
are being told, no problem; we can vet 
this now.

I also want to say to my colleagues I 
don’t think we have taken these 
human rights abuses, either directly by 
the military or the military assigned 
with these paramilitary groups, very 
seriously. Again, that is a declaration 
from social and human rights non-
government organizations in Colombia; 
there must be 45, 50 organizations, or 
more. We just disregard them. They are 
saying, yes, interdiction, give us the 
package. But they are saying don’t 
align yourselves with this military, 
with such a horrendous, horrific record 
of violence, murder, violation of 
human rights—alignment with the 
worst of the atrocities that have been 
committed Colombia—just as we don’t 
want to side with the left-wing guer-
rillas. 

Why are we now taking sides? 
Again, some of my colleagues come 

out here and say this amendment is ba-
sically taking away assistance to Co-
lombia. It is not. Senator BOXER did a 
great job on that point. We can take a 
couple hundred million dollars and put 
it into the war on drugs in our own 
country. We deal with the demand side. 
It is so naive to believe that all of what 
we see in our inner cities and our rural 
areas and suburbs, all of the addiction, 
all of the substance abuse which de-
stroys people’s lives—it is so naive to 
believe that if we now put money into 
a military campaign in southern Co-
lombia, this is the way to fight a suc-
cessful war on drugs. We have been 
down this road forever and ever and 
ever and ever. When are we going to 
get serious about dealing with the de-
mand for drugs in our own country and 
the treatment programs? I don’t know. 

My colleagues just sort of give the 
human rights question the back of the 
hand in this debate. I have here the an-
nual Human Rights Watch Report 
World 2000—I will read it again—talk-
ing about the paramilitary killers and 
how stark they are in their savagery, 
and all the ways in which the military 
has turned a blind eye to it, and some-
times it is connected to these groups. 
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And now we want to put several hun-
dred million dollars into supporting 
this military directly in a campaign in 
southern Colombia with some of our 
people on the ground with them? 

I have to be concerned about the path 
we are taking. I am not going to bore 
my colleagues with the statistics. 

Let me ask the Chair how much time 
I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has approximately 15 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this amendment is a sensible approach 
which permits extensive assistance to 
Colombia while safeguarding U.S. in-
terests and avoiding entanglement in a 
decades-old civil conflict and partner-
ship with an army implicated in seri-
ous human rights abuses. Moreover, it 
moves resources to where they will do 
the most good; that is, providing fund-
ing for drug treatment programs at 
home. 

In my State of Minnesota, according 
to the Department of Human Services, 
there are 21,277 people who have re-
quested treatment for substance abuse 
and have not been able to receive it. An 
additional 4,000 received some treat-
ment but then were denied further 
treatment because resources weren’t 
available. Most cited lack of funds to 
pay for the treatment, or they were put 
on a long waiting list when they need-
ed the treatment the most. Others said 
treatment services were not appro-
priate for their needs—women with 
children, people with transportation 
problems, people who were trying to 
find jobs and needed treatment. This 
amendment calls for some balance. 

When we started this debate several 
hours ago, the majority leader came 
out on the floor and in a very heartfelt 
way said this is about the war on 
drugs; this is about what is going on in 
Colombia and the ways in which that 
country is exporting their drugs to this 
country; they are killing our children. 

If it is about the war on drugs, then 
let’s make it balanced. Let’s support 
efforts to have a war on drugs in Co-
lombia. But let’s also support the war 
on drugs in our own country. Some of 
this money ought to be put in treat-
ment programs. 

It is absolutely naive to believe we 
are going to be able to deal with the 
substance abuse problem in our coun-
try without dealing with the demand 
side. It is shameful that we have so lit-
tle for the prevention and the treat-
ment programs. This amendment takes 
just a little over $200 million and puts 
it into community-based treatment 
programs. 

I doubt whether there is a Senator, 
Democrat or Republican, who either 
does not know a friend or even a family 
member who struggles with alcoholism 
or drug abuse. We ought to be doing a 
much better job of getting the treat-
ment to people. This war on drugs is fo-

cused on interdiction. It is focused on a 
military solution in Colombia. I argue 
that it is one-sided. I would argue it is 
naive. 

Second, I have today read from about 
five different human rights organiza-
tions’ studies, human rights organiza-
tions that I believe command tremen-
dous respect, I hope, from all of us. I 
read excerpts from the State Depart-
ment report of this past year. I read a 
letter signed by 70 nongovernment or-
ganization, human rights organiza-
tions, and people who were down in the 
trenches in Colombia. They all said it 
would be a tragic mistake for our Gov-
ernment to now move away from sup-
porting police, supporting interdiction, 
supporting a lot of efforts in Colombia, 
and shift a considerable amount of 
money to a direct military campaign 
in southern Colombia—a military 
aligned with paramilitary groups and 
organizations that have committed 
most of the violence in the country, a 
military with a deplorable human 
rights record. It would be a tragic mis-
take for us now to become directly in-
volved in this civil war. It would be a 
tragic mistake for our Government to 
support this military with Americans 
on the ground with them in southern 
Colombia. What are we getting into? 

I conclude this way: I do not agree 
with some of my colleagues who have 
said that if we don’t do this, it is the 
end for Colombia, and watch out for all 
of South America and Central America. 
I have heard that kind of argument be-
fore. It is eerie to me. It has an eerie 
sound to me. 

I do not agree that we should take 
sides in this military conflict. Instead, 
I think we should be providing all of 
the support we can to President 
Pastrana in his good-faith effort to 
deal with drugs in this country, to 
build democratic institutions, and to 
have economic development. I do not 
believe we should turn a blind eye 
away from the blatant human rights 
violations of the military. I think it is 
extremely one-sided to ‘‘fight a war on 
drugs’’ which won’t work, which will 
militarize our foreign assistance to Co-
lombia, which will have our country di-
rectly involved in this military con-
flict, away from at least providing a 
small amount of money for commu-
nity-based treatment programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, Sen-

ator MCCONNELL is controlling time, 
but he is not here. Could I ask how 
much time is under Senator MCCON-
NELL’s control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
MCCONNELL has 5 minutes remaining, 
and Senator WELLSTONE has 8 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. May I request 3 min-
utes of the remaining time of the oppo-
nents of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair.
I strongly support the approval of 

this assistance for Colombia. 
For the past 8 months I have chaired, 

together with General Brent Scow-
croft, a Council on Foreign Relations 
Task Force on Colombia. This bipar-
tisan Task Force released an Interim 
Report in March of this year which rec-
ommended that Congress approve the 
administration’s aid request for Colom-
bia, with two modifications. The first, 
that additional support should be pro-
vided to Bolivia, Peru, and other coun-
tries in the region, has been incor-
porated into the bill by the Appropria-
tions Committee. The second modifica-
tion, that additional trade benefits 
should be part of the package, I will ad-
dress with the introduction of separate 
legislation later this week. 

Let me explain why I, and the Task 
Force, feel so strongly that this assist-
ance package for Colombia needs to be 
approved. 

There is a crisis in Colombia that de-
mands our immediate attention. While 
Colombia has experienced violence and 
guerrilla insurgencies for many years, 
the current crisis is unique in several 
important ways. First, Colombia is ex-
periencing record violence which is 
killing over 25,000 Colombians each 
year. More than half of all kidnapings 
in the world occur in Colombia. The 
FARC and ELN guerrilla forces and the 
paramilitary groups are escalating 
their violence in ways that have not 
been seen before. 

Second, our success in reducing coca 
cultivation in Peru and Bolivia has 
shifted the production and cultivation 
of coca to Colombia, with an explosion 
of coca cultivation in southern Colom-
bia in the past five years. Over 90 per-
cent of the cocaine on our streets 
comes from Colombia. More impor-
tantly, the guerrilla forces operating in 
Colombia have become directly in-
volved in narco-trafficking. Where they 
once provided protection for drug traf-
fickers, they now are directly involved 
in the production and transport of ille-
gal drugs. This provides them with an 
almost limitless source of revenue. For 
the first time we have a guerrilla orga-
nization that does not rely on external 
sources of funding. 

Third, the Colombian economy is ex-
periencing its worst recession since the 
1930s. An unemployment rate of over 20 
percent is exacerbating social and po-
litical tensions. The violence is deter-
ring investment making economic re-
covery more difficult. 

Fourth, Colombians are leaving Co-
lombia at record rates. Last year over 
100,000 Colombians moved to my State 
of Florida alone. Hundreds of thou-
sands more have come to other parts of 
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the United States to escape the vio-
lence and instability. 

It is this combination of factors that 
led President Pastrana, working close-
ly with our administration, to propose 
Plan Colombia. To many, Plan Colom-
bia is only about drugs, but in reality 
it is a broad plan that addresses five 
key areas: the peace process; the Co-
lombian economy; the counter-drug 
strategy; justice reform and human 
rights; and democratization and social 
development. It is this broad based 
plan to rebuild the Colombian state 
that needs our support. 

Some have said that Plan Colombia 
is only about providing military equip-
ment to Colombia. Indeed, Plan Colom-
bia is much more comprehensive and 
far-reaching. But, the United States 
contribution to Plan Colombia is heav-
ily weighted toward military equip-
ment. There is a good reason for this. 
Plan Colombia is a $7.5 billion plan, of 
which the Colombians themselves will 
provide over $4 billion. They are look-
ing to the United States to provide 
about $1.6 billion and to international 
community for the remainder. 

It is appropriate that the portion of 
the funding being provided by the 
United States focus on the counter-
drug part of Plan Colombia since this 
is of particular interest to us and since 
we are the only country that can sup-
ply that type of support. It is also the 
part of Plan Colombia that is most 
compelling for U.S. involvement, since 
it involves keeping drugs off of our 
streets. 

Some have argued that there are 
risks associated with providing this 
type of support to Colombia. That is 
true, but there are also risks associ-
ated with doing nothing, and I believe 
that the risks associated with doing 
nothing are far greater than the risks 
involved with helping the Colombian 
Government and the Colombian people. 

We have important national interests 
at stake in Colombia that would be 
critically harmed were the current sit-
uation in Colombia to continue. First, 
Colombia is the oldest democracy in 
South America and has been an impor-
tant partner in bringing democracy 
and democratic values to all of our 
hemispheric neighbors, with the excep-
tion of Cuba. We must act to preserve 
democracy. 

Second, the entire Andean region is 
threatened by instability and Colombia 
is the center of that instability. Fail-
ure to stem the crisis in Colombia 
could lead to increased instability in 
Ecuador, Bolivia, Peru, Panama, and 
Venezuela. A stronger Colombia means 
a stronger region and a stronger West-
ern Hemisphere. 

Third, a complete breakdown in Co-
lombia would make it even more dif-
ficult to control the drug trafficking. 
And the illegal networks that are set 
up by drug traffickers also involve 
other illegal activities that threaten 

our security, such as money laundering 
and financial crimes, arms trafficking, 
human smuggling, cargo theft, and ter-
rorism. 

Fourth, Colombia is an important 
trading partner for the United States. 
It is South America’s fourth largest 
economy and the fifth largest export 
market in Latin America for the 
United States. Colombia has the poten-
tial to be an economic engine for the 
Andean region and an even bigger mar-
ket for U.S. goods. The violence and in-
stability in Colombia are preventing 
economic growth, including the exploi-
tation of large, newly discovered oil 
fields that would help to reduce gaso-
line prices in the United States. 

Fifth, the exodus of Colombians, 
nearly 1 million in the past 5 years, 
further exacerbates our own immigra-
tion problems. A further downturn in 
the Colombian situation could lead to 
an immigration crisis that would di-
rectly impact the United States. 

Finally, for those concerned about 
human rights, and I consider myself in 
that category, the deteriorating human 
rights situation in Colombia can only 
be reversed through the implementa-
tion of Plan Colombia, with the gov-
ernment gaining affective control over 
its national territory. President 
Pastrana has demonstrated his will to 
improve the human rights situation in 
Colombia, and has taken concrete 
steps, including dismissing senior mili-
tary officers, to demonstrate his deter-
mination. 

With all of this at stake it is hard to 
understand why we have not been able 
to move faster to approve this assist-
ance package. And there are direct 
costs associated with this delay. Last 
December I visited the first of the Co-
lombian counternarcotics battalions 
that are to be trained and equipped by 
the U.S. as part of Plan Colombia. The 
U.S. Special Forces soldiers who were 
training them reported that their 
moral was excellent and they were as 
capable at their tasks as any soldiers 
they have ever trained. 

Unfortunately, this battalion has 
been doing very little other than calis-
thenics since my visit, largely because 
of our failure to move this assistance 
package. They are limited to where 
they can reach by foot, since they have 
no mobility capability. They have no 
fuel for the helicopters they were given 
on an interim basis by the State De-
partment. The valuable training they 
received is wasting away, and their 
skills are fading from lack of practice. 

In addition, the second Colombian 
counternarcotics battalion has been 
vetted but are unable to begin training. 
Eradication of coca and opium poppy 
has been halted. Crop substitution and 
alternative development programs are 
also on hold, as are the human rights 
and judicial reform programs that are 
included in the legislation. Meanwhile, 
the guerrillas and the drug traffickers 

continue to strengthen and expand 
their operations. The peace process has 
floundered and the violence has esca-
lated. Each day we wait the situation 
worsens, the regional instability in-
creases, the drugs flow out of Colom-
bia, and the money and effort required 
to turn the situation around increases. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to act now and support this vital pack-
age of assistance for Colombia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has 2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

f 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY A DELE-
GATION FROM THE EUROPEAN 
PARLIAMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to welcome a delegation from 
the European Parliament to the U.S. 
Senate. The parliamentarians are in 
the United States for an important 
interparliamentary meeting. 

Europe continues to move forward 
with economic integration and the Eu-
ropean Parliament’s role is increas-
ingly important. As the European 
Union, like the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization expands, the role of the 
European Parliament will become even 
more important. 

The United States and the European 
Union have the world’s largest com-
mercial relationship, with trade and in-
vestment approaching $1 trillion. 

I believe increased interaction be-
tween our legislature and the European 
Parliament will serve the interests of 
both sides. 

I urge my colleagues to greet this 
delegation, led by Ms. Imelda Mary 
Read of the United Kingdom. 

I take note that the delegation has 
more women than men and one of the 
youngest Members attending the inter-
parliamentary meeting is from the Eu-
ropean Parliament. Obviously, great 
progress is being made in this par-
liamentary body. 

I ask unanimous consent the list of 
all the delegation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT—DELEGATION FOR 
RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES 

Ms Imelda Mary Read, Chair, United King-
dom. 

Mr Bastian Belder, 1st Vice-Chairman, 
Netherlands. 

Mr James E.M. Elles, United Kingdom. 
Mr Bertel Haarder, Denmark. 
Ms Magdalene Hoff, Germany. 
Ms Piia-Noora Kauppi, Finland. 
Ms Erika Mann, Germany. 
Ms Arlene McCarthy, United Kingdom. 
Ms Godelieve Quisthoudt-Rowohl, Ger-

many. 
Mr Peter William Skinner, United King-

dom. 
Mr Dirk Sterckx, Belgium. 
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